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ABSTRACT  
 
 
Sabrina Dora López 
Purchasing Preferences and Attitudes Towards Local Food and Farmers’ Markets: A Case Study 
of the 2010 Carrboro Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit and EBT “Truck Bucks” Marketing 
Campaign 
 (Under the direction of Janas Sinclair, Ph.D.) 
 
 
 Markets have historically been places for the intersection of goods, agriculture, 
immigration patterns, and urban growth. Today, farmers' markets embody many different 
interests: curiosity about different kinds of foods, small-scale farming, sustainable agriculture, 
affordable and accessible food, and meeting places where communities build interpersonal 
relationships.  
The purpose of this master’s thesis is three-fold: (1) to review literature on perceptions 
and purchasing behavior as they relate to local food and farmers’ markets, (2) to provide an 
overview of the 2010 communications campaign marketing for the Credit, Debit and EBT 
program for the Carrboro Farmers’ Market and (3) to provide a set of communications-based 
marketing recommendations and lessons-learned from the campaign. This Case Study of the 
2010 Carrboro Farmers' Market Credit, Debit and Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT)/SNAP 
(Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) Program examines literature on consumer 
motivations and interests of customers who purchase local or regional food, and will identify 
potential drivers behind purchasing behaviors of present and potential new customers for the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market. Communications and public relations recommendations are provided 
iv 
 
for future iterations of marketing efforts for the Credit, Debit and EBT program at the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 Across the United States, farmers, retailers, and consumers are spearheading reforms so 
that, as the Cornell University food systems primer (2010) explains, food production, processing, 
distribution and consumption are integrated to enhance the environmental, economic, social and 
nutritional health of a particular place. Box stores, supermarkets and strip-malls, a familiar site in 
many suburban environments, have produced physical and emotionally distant relationships 
between producers and consumers. A regional food system with local farmers’ markets selling 
directly to consumers provides an alternative model and often cultivates a greater sense of 
community. 
"Local food systems” or “community food systems” refer to the processes that connect 
food production to food processing, consumption, and ultimately disposal (National Agriculture 
Law Center, 2010).  A principle form of direct producer-to-consumer sale is through local food 
channels, generally known as “farmers' markets,” held in open-air or covered public spaces 
where vendors can sell food directly to customers. While most people can claim to know what a 
farmers’ market is when they see one, there is no consistent legal definition of the term (Briggs 
et al., 2010, p.5). Many states lack legal definitions, but the USDA Food and Nutrition Service 
defines farmers’ markets as, “multi-stall markets at which farmer-producers sell agricultural 
products directly to the general public at a central or fixed location, particularly fresh fruits and 
vegetables, (but also meat products, dairy products, and/or grains) (USDA Food and Nutrition 
Services, 2010). The Farmers Market Coalition, an organization committed to providing farmers’ 
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markets with technical support and research, explains that the “purpose of the market is as 
important as what physically takes place,” and that markets exist “for the purpose of facilitating 
personal connections that create mutual benefits for local farmers, shoppers and communities” 
(Briggs et al., 2010, p.5). These spaces "offer a way to bring people together, “to bridge their 
divides so that all feel an enhanced sense of security in the self, in the home, and in the land” as 
one Indiana farmer points out (Robinson & Hartenfeld, 2007, p. 69). Many markets are managed 
differently, with varying rules for pricing, quality and vendor requirements. The usual emphasis 
is on locally grown and produced food or crafts, although many do sell wholesale or resell 
products.  In North Carolina for example, there is a stark difference between the vendor 
requirements at the Carrboro Farmers’ Market and the Raleigh Market where the former requires 
all products to be produced within a 50-mile radius of Carrboro and sold by its producer, while 
the latter allows for re-selling and wholesale operations.  
As unique retail enterprises, farmers’ markets are also continually more “mission-
driven.” Many are focusing their efforts on providing opportunities for low-income communities 
to redeem their federal food assistance benefits at markets. “Social Enterprise Markets,” (S. 
Davies, personal communication, May 15, 2010) integrate federal nutrition assistance programs 
like the Farmers Market Nutrition Program (FMNP), the Senior Farmers Market Nutrition 
Program (SFMNP), the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and WIC (Women 
Infants and Children) strive to make sustainable and profitable economic models for markets. 
Social Enterprise Markets benefit vendors by increasing customer counts, revenue flow and 
3 
public health benefits for low-income communities. New York City’s Greenmarket EBTi 
program nearly tripled its sales from 2006 to 2007. In 2007, they brought in over $40,000 in EBT 
sales, up from $14,000 in 2006. Greenmarket’s analysis of product purchased with EBT shows 
that around 82% of total yearly sales are of fresh produce, testament to the demand for fruits and 
vegetables across a spectrum of income-levels (Greenmarket, 2007).  
Farmers’ markets are not simply about food; they are a common playing field for people 
to come together to interact -- a place alive with social and economic activity. A Ford 
Foundation study found that by bringing people together, markets offer greater opportunity for 
social integration and upward mobility (Project for Public Spaces, 2003). For example, 
community supported agriculture, more commonly referred to as CSAs, is an activity that 
requires people to go to a central location, often a farmers’ market, to pick-up a “share” of food, 
typically a box of seasonal produce that sometimes includes dairy meat, or value-added farm 
products such as jams or jellies and even flowers. Within a CSA model, consumers pay a farmer 
a set amount (CSAs in Chapel Hill and Carrboro typically cost around $400 for a full 21-week 
share during the main growing season) early in the season to help cover the costs of seeds, labor 
and other expenses related to growing food and then, in exchange, they share the benefits and 
risks of a farm's yearly production. In this way, consumers invest in a local farmer and as such 
contribute to the economic robustness of their land. Purchasing a CSA share requires that 
consumers commit to possible ebbs and flows in food quality and quantity throughout the 
agricultural season. Purchasing food at farmers' markets, at roadside stands, or at farms requires 
                                                      
i EBT, Electronic Benefit Transfers, is a specialized debit technology used for SNAP purchases. 
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a greater level of social interaction between vendors and customers. Customers, comfortable with 
the intimate social exchanges required in market environments might gravitate towards farmers 
markets, while those less familiar with market style producer-seller exchanges might initially 
feel averse to shopping there.  
 
 
The Local Food Movement at Farmers’ Markets 
With concerns over food safety, quality, and an interest in local food, farmers’ markets 
are becoming more commonplace across the United States. Forty years ago, in 1970, the United 
States Department of Agriculture counted 350 farmers' markets. The growth in the last forty 
years has been astounding. In 2008, there were 4,685 farmers’ markets, and in 2010, there are 
over 6,132 - a 16% increase in just over a year (USDA, 2009) (Figure 1.1). Over three million 
consumers shop weekly at these markets, and the USDA has projected roughly $1 billion in 
annual consumer spending at urban, suburban and rural farmers’ markets (USDA, 2010). 
Particularly relevant to this thesis is the fact that North Carolina is ranked as one of the top ten 
states with the highest number of farmers’ markets according to the USDA National Farmers 
Market Directory (USDA Agricultural Marketing Service, 2010). Recent research conducted by 
the UNC Center for Health Promotion and Disease Prevention indicates that there are more than 
200 markets throughout North Carolina. 
Figure 1.1  
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 The exponential growth in farmers’ markets over the last decade can perhaps be seen as 
an indicator that purchasing behavior is shifting and/or that markets are becoming more 21st 
century consumer-friendly environments. Yet as of 2009, of the over $800 billion in consumer 
spending on total food and beverage purchases in the United States, American consumers 
purchased a small fraction (.2%) of their overall food purchases at farmers’ markets (USDA 
Economic Research Service, 2009); USDA Agricultural Marketing Service, 2009). Consumer 
behavior research on supermarket customers has existed and grown in depth and breadth for 
decades, but literature on purchasing behaviors of farmers’ market customers is in is early stages. 
Greater research on what drives consumer purchasing of consumers who frequently shop at a 
farmers’ market (1 or more times per week, according to most studies), and on target audiences 
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who could be drawn in as new farmers’ market customers, is needed to increase the fraction of 
overall food purchases that Americans make each year at farmers’ markets.  
  Many of the existing studies of food-shopping decisions made by low-income residents 
and SNAP recipients at farmers’ markets, center around the existing and perceived barriers to 
shopping at a market (these might include issues around affordability, access, convenience, 
product-mix, transportation, cultural issues, or hours). Greater research can be conducted on the 
drivers that motivate consumers to purchase at farmers’ markets, and the factors that drive a 
consumer to switch between commercial and local purchasing. For successful local food markets 
to be able to compete with the sophisticated marketing efforts of corporate-backed behemoth 
stores, they need to begin by understanding the current shopping behaviors of consumers at 
supermarkets and chain retailers. In this way, they will be able to develop creative and 
sophisticated marketing strategies that address the nuanced shopping preferences of new 
consumer segments.  
Farmers’ markets could stand to gain greater market share if they were to build a farmers’ 
market brand that dispels “boutique” associations with farmers’ markets, misconceptions about 
inconvenience or high prices and were to implement marketing strategies that build upon the 
purchasing behaviors of supermarket customers (Gasteyer et al., 2008). Today’s big box stores 
and Wal-Mart-type one-stop shop destinations include hard-to-compete-with convenience: 
pharmacies, banks, multiple checkout lines, and competitive sales promotion tactics As Alan 
Hammond, former Manager of the Granville Island Public Market explains, “Consider the 
supermarket and do the opposite” (K.Clark, personal communication, May 15, 2010). For 
7 
example, one of the barriers deterring some Latinos in Carrboro from shopping at the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market is their consumer behavior to one-stop-shop. Their purchasing preferences go 
beyond convenience; many are undocumented immigrants and driving without licenses. 
Supermarkets and flea markets, which provide many inexpensive essentials in one place, are 
attractive shopping venues. A farmers’ market marketing strategy would require understanding 
this purchasing behavior and offer value that a supermarket is not able to provide; effective 
strategies could promote physical activity and nutrition classes, or child-care services during 
Market hours.  
“Healthy Food Hubs” (See example #2) are multi-use destination markets that apply 
supermarket features. Conceptualized by the Wholesome Wave Foundation and Project for 
Public Spaces, two organizations working to make local food more accessible to low-income 
communities, “Healthy Food Hubs,” would include underserved resources depending on the low-
income community: farmers’ market, a child-care center, banking services, and public parking, 
(Project for Public Spaces, Power Point, 2010).  
Hybrid markets would provide centralized locations for communities to access local food 
within a supermarket-style environment. Multi-use food hubs would offer a comfortable 
environment for communities that are accustomed to grocery store style environments. They 
would incorporate grocery carts and packaged food in addition to fresh food sourced locally and 
sold by local vendors. These innovative hubs are able to differentiate themselves from 
competitive supermarkets by providing social and cultural resources such as after school 
programs, child-care services, and partnerships with local organizations. 
8 
Figure 1.2 
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Challenge and Statement of Purpose 
What can farmers’ markets associations, managers, organizations and individuals who 
support markets do so that markets are able to gain a greater market share of consumer food 
expenditures?  Markets need greater capacity building and technical support  in order to provide 
greater customer value and service over the competing landscape of supermarkets, corner stores 
or big-box stores that have become  experience and multiple-purpose destinations. Healthy Food 
Hubs’ “brick-and-mortar” enterprises can be seen as a model for farmers’ markets to follow; by 
adopting health-care and banking services and cultivating partnerships with local public-private 
enterprises, farmers markets are uniquely poised to provide a highly visible and easily accessible 
hub for public health services, and education outreach in low-income neighborhoods.   
One way mission-driven markets are able to increase their competitiveness is by 
accepting nutrition subsidy payments. Nationally, EBT is accepted at one out of every six 
markets; many of those markets, however, have seen Credit, Debit and EBT sales triple to 
quadruple within 2 to 3 years of implementation (Greenmarket, 2007; Briggs et al., 2010). 
 Many farmers’ market organizations are working towards disseminating best practices 
and lessons learned from Credit, Debit and EBT programs in order to better develop sustainable 
business models for markets (Wolnik, personal communication, March 12, 2010; Briggs et al., 
2010). Most rely heavily upon volunteer help, some depend on grant funding, business 
partnerships, public-private sponsorships, and from Credit and Debit transaction fees. And while 
organizations like the Farmers’ Market Coalition and Market Umbrella are providing markets 
with toolkits on the lessons-learned from successful programming, marketing, and 
10 
communication efforts, many markets rely upon grassroots means to share information in 
different states. As the “Real Food, Real Choice” publication suggests, since markets are 
providing a public service by implementing programs that make it easier for residents to access 
healthy food, they should be provided with greater technical oversight and financial support 
(Briggs et al., 2010).  
The first phase of the CFM program’s marketing campaign looked to (1) increase access 
to the market for low-income area residents by facilitating the use of SNAP (the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program, formerly known as the Federal Food Stamp program), (2) to 
facilitate communication between farmers and managers as well as Latinos and other non-
English speaking community members through bilingual promotional materials and bilingual 
volunteers and coordinators, and 3) to increase revenues for farmers by providing customers with 
the ability to use their Credit, Debit and EBT cards at the market thereby stimulating local 
agriculture and the local economy. This paper proposes to develop ideas for a second marketing 
phase that would build upon the program’s communications efforts through greater community 
partnerships, social marketing and consumer behavior research.  
The master’s thesis is organized as follows: Chapter Two presents a literature review and 
the theoretical constructs that inform the communications recommendations and case study of 
the Carrboro Farmers’ Market’s Truck Buck’s campaign. It will continue by examining the 
relationship between factors that contribute to consumer perceptions of local food and determine 
purchasing behavior. Chapter Three provides an overview of the Credit, Debit and EBT program, 
and details the communications-related initiatives of the program.  
11 
Chapter Four presents a set of communications-driven recommendations informed by the 
literature review. Additionally, Chapter Four will review current program challenges and 
examine factors that will determine future sustainability and program growth. This section will 
include insight from in-person meetings with regional farmers' market managers, with the 
nonprofit organizations Project for Public Spaces and Market Umbrella and the Center for Health 
Promotion and Disease Prevention at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The 
purpose of this section is to better understand customers' understanding of local food, and the 
potential barriers to accessing local food, and how to implement Credit, Debit, and EBT 
programs at a farmers’ market. An Appendix Section includes quantitative and qualitative 
research on market trend use and customer growth. An exhibit section includes media campaign 
coverage from the launch of the 2010 Carrboro Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit and EBT 
program, with examples of promotional materials from the campaign. Lastly, the project 
provides a link to a multimedia website. The objective of the site is to provide an educational 
tool for customers interested in the Carrboro Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit and EBT program.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 The purpose of this literature review is to introduce the main concepts that will direct the 
communication recommendations for the Carrboro Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit and EBT Case 
Study. It explores the landscape of academic research in which the case study will operate. 
Investigations on local food systems and farmers' markets are often interdisciplinary and 
incorporate urban planning, economics, environmental science, public health, marketing, and the 
social sciences. For example, sociologists present successful examples of community building 
around community supported agriculture (CSAs) and farmers’ markets -- examples of direct 
producer to consumer relationships (Gasteyer et al., 2008). Economists link farmers' markets to 
their economic value, explaining that they reignite local economies by connecting consumers to 
producers of food, are low cost business incubators, reinvest each dollar spent locally, and 
multiply each dollar’s worth among local producers, consumers, and distributors (Gasteyer et al., 
2008; Project for Public Spaces, 2002).  
The literature review primarily investigates literature from the social sciences and public 
health sector. It provides relevant market research on purchasing behaviors of low-income 
consumers at farmers’ markets, and SNAP recipient’s purchasing preferences, as these findings 
are most relevant to the CFM Credit, Debit and EBT program. Because of the minimal amount of 
literature on purchasing behaviors of low-income and minority consumers at farmers’ markets, 
the literature review covers a wider arena of concepts related to purchasing behavior and local 
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food, including consumer perception of high-quality and niche foods, territorially based foods, 
certification schemes, and ethical labeling of food. The review distinguishes between research on 
consumer perception of local food and research on consumer perception of farmers’ markets. 
The studies referenced in this project examine perceptions towards local food generally in the 
first section of Chapter 2 and segue into purchasing preferences and diversity issues at farmers’ 
markets in the second section of Chapter 2. The paper makes an effort to point out analyses about 
local food generally and farmers’ markets specifically. 
Consumer Behavior and Factors that Affect Purchasing of Local Food 
 
This master’s thesis presents the concept of shared civic conventions (Gasteyer et al., 
2008), a compendium of relevant interests and values embraced by a community, to illustrate the 
concept of place, community, and economic impact of farmers' markets. Research on the benefits 
of eating locally investigate the ‘market-based,’ (economic) and ‘values-driven’ (social) benefits 
of eating locally. Instrumental benefits stress the positive economic impact of eating locally 
(DeCarlo, 2005; Delind, 2005; Gasteyer et al., 2008), while a ‘values-based’ approach frames 
peoples’ relationship to food as a social construct. A values-based approach frames food around 
how it helps define people and provides a sense of identity, geographical place, culture and 
community (Delind, 2005). Consumer values, behaviors or outcomes that are desirable or good 
and that guide purchasing behavior and shapes consumer attitudes and motivations (Hoyer & 
MacInnis, 2007), influence consumer behavior and perception of local food. The next section 
will examine literature on market-based and values-driven approaches to purchasing behavior.  
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Consumer Perception of Local Food: A Values-Driven Approach 
Several factors influence consumer perception of, and attitudes toward local food. The 
price of food, its location and accessibility, the relationships between producers and customers, 
and taste are examples of factors that affect attitudes and purchasing behavior towards local 
food. Likewise, the overall evaluation of and attitudes toward goods are reflected by the set of 
linked associations to it (Sinclair & Miller, 2009). In the case of local food and markets, research 
indicates that consumer perception of local food is generally favorable and demand for locally 
grown food products continues to grow (Pirog, 2008). 
As demand increases, and consumer perception grows more favorable, local food must be 
differentiated, as a brand, in order to succeed against competing food products. An increasing 
demand for high-quality value-added products with strong cultural identification has built a 
growing market in Europe (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003). The trend in consumer preferences has 
led the European Union to introduce designation-of-origin and protected geographic 
identification (PGI) labels. In the United States, state promotion programs and local agencies 
publicize locally grown (or state-grown) products such as Washington apples, Idaho potatoes, 
and Florida citrus. While European studies have demonstrated that PGI labels are effective 
signals of quality (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003), studies of state agricultural product labeling in 
the United States have shown mixed results.  
European research has looked extensively at consumer responses to marketing strategies 
towards niche products like “Galician Veal,” a Spanish product, or luxury wines. Most recently 
15 
within the United States, research has begun to study U.S. marketing strategies of commodities. 
Although consumers, product type, quality, and demand differ, U.S. and European studies seek a 
better understanding of consumers’ perception of quality, because marketers on both sides of the 
Atlantic understand that perception of quality creates product demand.   
Research on consumer perception of quality examining price elasticity (if consumers will 
pay more for something they think is better) is part of a growing body of literature in the United 
States indicating that U.S. consumers will pay a premium for local products if they perceive 
them as a high quality product. One study on state agricultural products labeling of Jersey Fresh 
tomatoes found that they could demand higher prices, suggesting that consumers perceived them 
to be a high-quality product (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003). As many researchers are pointing 
out, quality perceptions play an important role in determining purchasing preferences for local 
products (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003; Jekanowski, Williams, & Schiek, 2000).  
The lead investigators of the Jersey Fresh study point out that further research is needed 
to understand consumers' perceptions of local food be able to differentiate between their "stated," 
versus their "revealed" preferences (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003). Consumers’ true revealed 
preferences are at point-of-purchase. Until studies correlate point of purchase behaviors with 
consumers’ stated preferences, marketers will not be able to determine why consumers do or do 
not choose to buy locally sourced food.  
 As a newer concept in the United States, researchers are finding that the regional origin 
of food is an effective signal of quality when combined with differentiated labeling and branding 
(McCluskey & Loureiro, 2003). Many European journals conceptualize regional foods as a form 
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of cultural capital (Gasteyer et al., 2008). One of the key mechanisms Europeans leverage to 
influence purchasing behavior is through “territorially based qualifications” or “certification 
schemes.” Regionally based certification schemes indicate that the product meets a level of 
quality; the territorially based claim meanwhile roots it to a geographic location. Several studies 
conclude that geographic location is an important component of pricing for luxury items like 
high-end wines and cheeses, and have found high consumer willingness to pay a premium for 
regionally branded wines (Schamel, 2000; Bombrun & Sumner, 2003; Schamel & Anderson, 
2003; Hayes & Lance, 2002).  As a form of cultural capital, geographically based foods that 
build a brand from the place they are derived from, like Champagne or Buffalo mozzarella, 
create greater perception of quality and possibility that a consumer will pay a premium for that 
product since a sense of authenticity and sense of “place” is associated with the product. 
The concept of authenticity, a values-driven approach, factors into consumer perceptions 
and purchasing behaviors of local food. No consumer-based definition of authenticity currently 
exists, but most researchers have adopted a sociology-based definition that describes it as 
“sincere, innocent, original, and genuine” (Beverland, 2005). Studies have underlined how 
authentic values are a core component of successful brands because they form part of a unique 
brand identity (Beverland, 2005; Hoyer & MacInnis, 2007). As with strategic public relations, 
successfully branded or positioned products (in this case “authentically”) will build positive 
impressions among customers and stakeholders if the product is authentic, genuine and delivers 
customer value over time.  
17 
 Farmer’s Daughter, a brand and business in Carrboro, North Carolina, has developed a 
successful line of jams, baked goods and pickled foods, differentiating itself as part of the 
“authentic” South. The proprietor is indeed the daughter of small-scale traditional Mississippi 
farmers, the ingredients she incorporates are fresh and local, and the value-added products 
produced are traditional southern specialties. Farmer’s Daughter successfully matches 
community values with attributes the Chapel Hill and Carrboro community perceives should be 
represented by local food: the values of small-scale agriculture, seasonal production, and 
traditional handmade preservation of food cultures (McGregor, 2010).  
 In contrast, large-scale food producers may attempt to project a homespun identity that is 
not consistent with their actual operations (Beverland, 2005). Multi-million dollar companies 
like Horizon Organics embrace an identity of back-to-the-land values, seen in their labels of 
green pastures and red farmhouses, but have long ago abandoned small-scale production 
methods to successfully compete in a global marketplace. Although the Carrboro-based producer 
of Farmer's Daughter, April McGregor, finds consistent high demand for her products, her small-
scale production is coupled tightly to her brand. The authentic identity of her company precludes 
her business model from scaling-up substantially without sacrificing the successfully branded 
food inspired by food cultures worldwide (McGregor, 2010). 
Consumer Perception of Local Food: A Market-Based Approach 
The perception of higher quality and geographic location, and the positive economic 
impact of farmers’ markets and local food systems, factor into consumers’ purchasing behavior. 
The Crescent City market in New Orleans, Louisiana, a pioneer in nutrition incentive programs 
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and social marketing around farmers markets, found that customers spent $1.8 million at 
neighboring businesses (Market Umbrella Economic Impact Study, 2009). According to the 
USDA, U.S. households use farmers’ markets and direct purchases from farmers to procure at 
least one-quarter of their produce. This complements findings that local foods are a common 
purchase for households and provides insight into why the USDA has increased its programming 
efforts to support direct purchase marketing channels (Onozaka et al., 2010). 
 A study conducted by Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture, a research center at 
Iowa State University, examined consumer attitudes towards produce grown by locally-owned 
and operated companies that share a majority of the economic benefits with their rural 
community. The research study provided a market-based approach to understanding the 
economic benefits of local food systems. In this study, the vast majority of consumers (eighty-
four to eighty-nine percent) selected the produce from the locally owned and operated company 
and indicated that a locally owned firm providing economic benefits to a community was the 
most important factor in the majority of respondents’ decision to buy local (DeCarlo & Franck, 
2005).  
An assessment on a “Buy Fresh, Buy Local” campaign, also from the Leopold Center, 
found that the market-based characteristics of food, “freshness” and “quality,” were associated 
with local food. The study reported that a focus group believed local food to be “fresher” than 
other food products (Pirog, 2008). The study revealed that consumers had specific expectations 
evoked by the “fresh” concept: better tasting, healthier, and wholesome. Values-driven and 
market-based benefits of local food are interrelated: perception of quality drives the concept of 
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“fresher,” which in turn drives consumers toward point-of-purchase. With the perceived benefits 
associated with local food, both value-driven and market-based, consumers have driven greater 
demand for food that is sustainably produced, distributed and sold. 
Marketing to the Mission-Driven Consumer 
 
The following section examines literature on fair trade labeling, and other popular names 
for ethically produced food that include “sustainably grown,” “organic,” “humane” or “fair-
trade,” that appeal to "civic minded" ethical shoppers. Food products are often marketed at 
mission-minded “green” consumers. The increasing complexity of the food retailing landscape, 
with thousands of food label claims that concern the safety and quality of food, has changed 
consumers’ approach to buying food (Thiemann, 2007). One successful company that has built 
its fortune upon donating its profits after taxes towards progressive causes is Newman’s Own, 
whose product labels read “Shameless Exploitation in Pursuit of the Common Good.” Newman’s 
Own has built a successful brand. Newman’s Own progressive for-profit social enterprise model 
has successfully differentiated itself from other large-scale competitors.  
  The local food system benefits from understanding the marketing efforts behind 
successfully branded movements like the fair-trade coffee movement, which capitalized on the 
purchasing power of civic-minded consumers. The fair-trade coffee movement successfully 
captured “civic-minded” consumers who choose to shop based on a civic convention and are 
willing to pay a higher price to purchase food they believe is produced using socially acceptable 
production methods (Gasteyer et al., 2008). Gasteyer et al. (2008) explain that when surveyed, 
people often state that they are willing to pay more for sustainably grown, organic or humane 
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products. But while people report that they are willing to pay higher prices, they often act 
differently. Gasteyer et al. (2008) underscores earlier research, demonstrating that purchasing 
behavior is not always consistent with positive attitudes toward ethical products (DePelsmacker, 
2005). The discrepancy between attitudes and behaviors, known as the "attitude-behavior" gap 
by researchers, highlights the complexity of consumer purchasing behavior.  
DePelsmacker’s (2005) found that the average price premium “ethical consumers” were 
willing to pay was ten percent. Of the coffee “flavor lovers” and “brand lovers,” only a small 
minority was prepared to pay price premiums for ethical products. Although brand lovers 
associated themselves with the fair-trade movement’s values, they weren’t willing to go beyond 
the ten percent threshold. The attitude-behavior gap might be due to the influence of others’ 
opinions (subjective norms) or by instrumental considerations that include pricing and product 
mix. As Hoyer & MacInnis (2007) point out, consumer values guide purchasing behavior and 
shape attitudes but do not always guarantee final purchase of a product.  
Perceptions, Purchasing Behavior, and Increasing Access to Farmers Markets 
 
While fair trade advocates face the challenge of selling third-world branded products to 
families in the United States and Europe, the local food movement in the United States has the 
potential to bridge the attitude-behavior gulf. As a movement with direct links to local 
community members, the food reform movement is well positioned to capitalize on the positive 
instrumental and values-driven benefits of local food systems.  
A USDA survey on purchasing habits and perceptions of fresh produce provided 
encouraging news for direct marketing producers by revealing that up to 30% of consumers 
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prefer to buy from farmers’ markets and direct food producers (Thiemann, 2007). According to 
the USDA, the U.S. per capita consumption of fresh vegetables increased by 52.6% between 
1979 and 2004, and a significant number of consumers expressed a willingness to pay higher 
prices in exchange for better quality, environmentally-friendly and locally-produced products 
(Thilmany, 2007).  
Federal Nutrition Assistance Programs at Farmers’ Markets  
As new markets continue to open across the country, they are increasingly located in 
economically, ethnically, and socially diverse neighborhoods. Studies of farmers' markets have 
found that many of the barriers that prevent low income and minority communities from 
patronizing farmers’ markets include the lack of public transportation, unclear provenance or 
labeling of market goods, the perception that prices are higher or a negative association with 
markets, and cultural or language obstacles. Additionally, options for vendors to accept 
electronic benefit transfer (EBT) for SNAP are limited and only accepted at roughly 1,100 of 
6,132 farmers’ markets (Slocum et al., 2009; Project for Public Spaces, 2008; Briggs et al., 
2010).  
To counter these challenges, the USDA set to spend roughly $1 billion in 2009 in 
marketing and capacity-building programming for urban, suburban and rural farmers' markets 
(USDA, 2010). It created federal grant opportunities like the USDA Farmers Market Promotion 
Program (FMPP), that looks to expand marketing opportunities for farmers’ markets, roadside 
stands, community supported agriculture programs, and other direct producer to consumer 
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activities (USDA, 2010). The next section will provide a brief overview of the development of 
SNAP and diversification efforts as they relate to farmers’ markets in the United States.   
The 1996 Farm Bill, and welfare reform during the mid-1990s required states to 
transition from paper coupon systems to an Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) debit card system 
by 2002 (Briggs et al., 2010). In an effort to combat stigma and shift negative perceptions, the 
USDA phased out its use of the name “food stamps” and transitioned to the use of SNAP, the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program in 2008. Since many farmers’ markets do not have 
telephone lines, electricity, the financial means or time to process and support EBT payments, 
access for SNAP/food stamp customers continues to be restricted. In fact, consumers’ use of 
benefits declined at markets after implementation of an electronic system for SNAP.  Nearly a 
decade later, the USDA projects that 1,100 markets registered with the USDA are equipped to 
accept SNAP benefits (USDA, 2010). The U.S. Department of Agriculture administers SNAP 
through the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), and state agencies, such as the Department of 
Health and Human Service, administer the program at the State and local level, including 
eligibility and distribution of benefits (USDA, 2010). States distribute SNAP benefits via EBT 
cards, which are similar to debit cards that people use for their bank accounts. Benefits are 
deposited into a recipient’s benefits account and can be used to purchase SNAP-approved food 
items such as vegetables, honey, meats and cheese at farmers’ markets authorized to accept 
SNAP (USDA, 2010). 
Farmers’ market organizations, states, advocacy groups and the federal system have been 
working to reconnect food stamp clients to local food at farmers’ markets ever since the 2002 
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deadline (Briggs et al., 2010). Recognizing the steep drop off in SNAP redemptions at farmers’ 
markets (See Figure 2.1), and the steep increase in obesity and chronic diseases, the USDA 
launched the Community Food Security Initiative to expand partnerships with local communities 
to build local food systems and improve nutrition (Kantor, 2001).  A few years later, funding was 
established for two federal programs focused on increasing the use of farmers’ markets by low-
income populations, the WIC (Women, Infants, and Children) and the Farmers’ Market Nutrition 
Programs (FMNP) (Hultine et al., 2005).  
Figure 2.1 
 
Because of recessionary conditions, an average of 33.7 million Americans received 
SNAP benefits per month in fiscal year 2009, a 19% increase from the prior year (USDA, 
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Economic Research Service, March 2010). From 2007 to 2008, the number of markets 
authorized to accept SNAP (USDA, 2010) increased 34%, and the amount of SNAP benefits 
spent nationwide at farmers’ markets has grown over 93.7% between 2008 and 2009. Yet, of the 
over $53.5 billion spent in SNAP benefits in fiscal year 2009, the amount of SNAP benefits 
spent at farmers’ markets nationwide is less than .01 percent (Nelson, 2010; USDA, 2010). If 
SNAP redemptions grew to account for 1% of all SNAP transactions annually, that would equate 
to roughly an additional $490 million going to local food producers (Briggs et al., 2010). 
Despite record levels of SNAP usage in 2009 (USDA FNS, 2010), and a steep increase in 
the number of farmers’ markets accepting SNAP, SNAP participants spent fewer dollars at 
farmers’ markets in 2009 then they did in 1993 (Briggs et al., 2010) (Figure 2.2) Perhaps this key 
finding from the “Real Food, Real Choice” (2010) report, underlines the enormous potential but 
unfortunate disconnect between farmers’ markets, low-income customers, and federal assistance 
programs. In fiscal year 2009, benefits per person averaged $124 per person, per month, a 23% 
increase from the previous year due partly to the provisions in the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (USDA, Economic Research Service, March 2010). The increase in 
the number of farmers’ markets provides greater possibility for low-income communities to 
purchase fresh food. But linkages need to be strengthened between the farmers’ market 
community and consumers, farmer, vendors, policy-makers and local businesses, so that the 
farmers’ markets don’t bear the entire cost (financial and time commitment) of operating 
nutrition access programs (Briggs et al. 2010).  
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Figure 2.2   
 
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service, March, 2010 
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Purchasing Behavior and Motivating Factors  
The next section will consider some of the purchasing habits of different diverse 
demographic customer bases at farmers’ markets. A recent study of purchasing preferences at a 
St.Paul, Minnesota farmers’ market highlights the successful outcomes of creating diverse 
integrated markets. The Minneapolis market stands out in the renaissance of farmers’ markets 
because of its large size (over 175 stalls), age (over 130 years old) and demographic 
characteristics. Approximately 40% of its market vendors are Hmong people (an ethnic group 
from Southeast Asia) (Slocum et. al., 2009), it sells wholesale inexpensive produce, and is 
located in a downtown urban environment factors which provide a welcoming market 
environment (Slocum et. Al, 2009; Project for Public Spaces, 2009). As David O’Neil, Senior 
Fellow of Public Markets at Project for Public Spaces explained, “food markets play a more 
recent role in immigrants’ history than they do for many Americans. Unlike in the U.S.[us born], 
many [immigrants]  come from market-based cultures.” As immigrant and minority communities 
continue to grow across the United States, farmers market managers, city commissioners and 
community members can capitalize on new customer bases and potential revenue streams for 
markets.  
Farmers’ markets have an opportunity, through focus group testing, targeted messaging 
and strategic marketing, to become economic powerhouses by capitalizing on the purchasing 
power of minorities living in the United States. For example, the Hispanic community, now the 
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largest minority group in the United States, has a purchasing power of $1 trillion dollars (Allied 
Media Corporation, 2009). Often farmers’ markets do not have the time or resources to spend on 
focus group testing and marketing campaigns, nor to develop targeted messages that resonate 
among minority communities and could reach this massive consumer group.  
Community organizers and partner organizations can provide the free and necessary 
insight into the many values that resonate among ethnic communities. For example, the 
Minneapolis study found that the majority of its consumers are seeking direct “outcomes” such 
as “proven health benefits” and “supporting the local economy.” The study looked at specific 
demographics and found that “locally” and “sustainably grown” food was ranked as a “more 
important” factor when purchasing food, more among white demographics (Slocum et al., 2009). 
The study concludes that the concept of “local” and “sustainably-grown” does not resonate in the 
same way among non-white demographics, and that non-white demographics do not equate the 
terms “sustainably-grown” with “community.” Slocum and his/her colleagues (2009) point 
illustrates the need for researchers to partner with community organizers and leaders to gain a 
greater understanding around the psychology, culture and traditions that inform customers’ 
purchasing behavior. This way they will be able to provide greater analyses into their research 
subjects. A second finding from Slocum et al. (2009) can be linked to comfort levels and 
consumers’ cultural norms. It found that 16.6% of respondents of color avoided vendors as 
opposed to 42% of white respondents. As the number of quantitative and qualitative research 
studies on consumer behavior of customers at farmers’ market increases, it would serve all 
interested parties to examine the history, culture and purchasing preferences of many 
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demographics at markets and partner with those people working directly with research subjects, 
in order to better understand why comfort levels and value systems vary, according to the 
research subjects. As noted earlier, many immigrants from South America, Africa, Europe and 
Asia might be accustomed to the purchasing behavior that comes with market environments 
because of the increased prevalence of market shopping in their home country or more recent 
normative history of farmers’ market-type vendors selling in their country.  
A national survey that examined the motivating factors behind why consumers choose to 
buy local food confirmed that consumers, when deciding to purchase local food were motivated 
by the same top two factors as in the Slocum et al. study: they looked to improve their health and 
to support the local economy (Onozaka et al., 2010). Onozaka’s (2010) findings point out that 
people who choose direct purchasing venues have greater concern over the social welfare of their 
local community than people who choose not to purchase from direct purchasing venues. Future 
studies on the motivating factors that lead people to shop at farmers’ markets and other direct 
purchasing venues would be helpful in developing future marketing strategies for nutrition 
access programs. More research stands to be conducted on the motivating factors behind market 
behaviors of immigrant, minority, and low-income communities. The complex array of issues, 
from structural to cultural, might influence various market behaviors, and the relationship-
building process of purchasing locally (Onozaka et al., 2010). Although a relatively unexplored 
intersection of consumer sciences (Onozaka et al., 2010), such research will provide insight into 
the purchasing habits of diverse ethnicities living in the United States. 
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 Gasteyer et al.’s (2008) civic convention approach and patterns from Onozaka et al.’s 
(2010) study point out that those who buy directly from farmers and shop at farmers’ markets are 
strongly supportive of the local economy and in maintaining local farmland in comparison to 
those who shop at supermarkets. Consumers, according to the study, who primarily shop in 
direct markets, report stronger beliefs that their own actions matter and that local food is readily 
available (Onozaka et al., 2010). If one of the shared civic conventions of a community were 
support of local farmers’ markets, people would collectively perceive a greater availability of 
local food, and therefore drive greater demand for local food.  
An optimistic indicator of consumer spending patterns of SNAP recipients highlighted in 
a recent 2010 study presents data on how SNAP households allocate a greater amount of 
resources to some expenditure categories than to others when given a small increase in income. 
For every one dollar increase in total unit income, a low-income consumer spends an additional 
seven to eight cents on food at home and an additional two to three cents on food away from 
home (Castner & Mabli, 2010). This results in a greater ratio of annual spending on costs 
associated with food at home for SNAP respondents over other areas such as apparel, housing, 
health and transportation (See Figure 2.3). As the study relates to food at farmers’ markets, the 
findings of this study could be used to look at how SNAP customers, whose percentage of annual 
spending on food at home is highest among the populations studied here, can begin to purchase a 
greater proportion of their food purchases at farmers’ markets, increase their time at home 
cooking and eating. 
Figure 2.3 
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Barriers to Shopping at Farmers’ Markets: SNAP Recipients, Low-Income and Minority 
Families  
Perception of Higher Prices 
The next section will explore a number of the barriers that deter customers from shopping 
at farmers’ markets. Recent reports and surveys note that issues of affordability are one of the 
main factors deterring SNAP recipients from farmers’ markets. The surveys noted that SNAP 
recipients often perceived prices to be more expensive (Oregon Food Bank, 2005; Briggs et al., 
2010). Much more challenging to locate, are studies that examine similar barriers among general 
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low-income populations or immigrant communities. Since many low-income communities and 
minorities are SNAP recipients or eligible for SNAP, some deterrents and facilitators for each 
group of people might overlap. A study prepared for the Oregon Food Bank underlines that a 
major barrier preventing low-income consumers from shopping at farmers’ markets is the 
perception that local markets are more expensive, even though price comparisons and studies 
show that price differences are varied or lower pound for pound (Briggs et al., 2010; Project for 
Public Spaces, 2008). The Oregon Food Bank Study found that prices emerged as the top reason 
for preferring a particular grocery store, and the perception of high prices at markets were a 
determining factor preventing customers from ever visiting a farmers’ market (Oregon Food 
Bank, 2005).  
A recent study in North Carolina (2010) assessed the barriers and facilitators to eating 
fruits and vegetables and shopping at farmers’ markets among low-income North Carolinians. Its 
findings were consistent with the aforementioned literature: cost was one of the two most 
prevalent barriers to eating fruits and vegetables (preparation time was the second) (Nelson, 
2010). As Darlene Wolnik, Director of Marketshare at the farmers’ market nonprofit 
organization in Louisiana, Market Umbrella argues, “studies have shown that price is not the 
barrier, but that incentives are needed to encourage people to take the time to shop differently 
than at a grocery store” (D. Wolnik, personal communication, April 2, 2010). Several studies 
support Wolnik’s point of view (Winch, 2008; Project for Public Spaces, 2008; Nelson, 2010; 
New York City Health Bucks, 2007) and make the case that actual prices are not the definitive 
issue. Rather, perceptions that prices are higher at farmers’ markets may be a significant barrier. 
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A group of researchers and advocates argue that low-income communities, perception of 
higher prices, lack of information about markets, or not being able to use EBT cards are the 
primary deterrents to people shopping at farmers’ markets (Nelson, 2010; Winch, 2008; Briggs 
et al., 2010). Nelson’s study (2010) found that the primary facilitator to people visiting a 
farmers’ market is their ability to use EBT at a farmers’ markets, and was the issue identified by 
more than half (54%) of participants (Nelson, 2010, p.24). When survey respondents were asked 
what barriers prevented them from going to a farmers’ market, they reported their inability to use 
their EBT cards at farmers’ markets (35%) and lack of knowledge of farmers’ market locations 
(27%) as the strongest reasons for not shopping at farmers’ markets (Nelson, 2010, p.22-24).  
Affordability 
On the other hand, others argue that affordability is an issue that should be addressed 
head on by creating incentives that increase the purchasing power of low-income communities. 
As Michael Nischan, CEO of the Wholesome Wave foundation which funds markets that 
provide EBT incentive programs, explains, the issue is around affordability and not so much 
access (Lehner, 2010). As he sees it, SNAP recipients receive on average three dollars a day for 
food, and are attempting to be able to feed a family breakfast, lunch and dinner (Lehner, 2010). 
“They look at a head of broccoli that’s $1.89 and a four pack of instant noodles that’s $1.69 – 
what are you going to put in front of your family? A quarter head of broccoli or four bowls of 
something hot?” (Lehner, 2010). Wholesome Wave’s incentive program, as Lehner explains it, 
works as a catalyst to draw communities to markets in light of issues of affordability. Its 
successful Double Value Coupon Program, is a model incentive program that doubles the value 
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of SNAP benefits and improves the “effectiveness” of the SNAP program, as well as the 
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), the Farmers Market 
Nutrition Programs (FMNP) and the Senior FMNP (Lehner, 2010). Match program’s like the 
ones that Wholesome Wave funds and directs are premised upon the notion that providing 
incentives create a domino effect that positively impact the neighborhoods they serve by 
supporting more sustainable farming methods through increased revenue growth for farmers and 
decreased health care costs through greater access to affordable local fresh fruits and vegetables 
to families (Wholesome Wave, 2010). These efforts create “true” economic stimulus as dollars 
re-multiply within the communities in which they are spent (Wholesome Wave, 2010). 
A greater number of studies will be needed to evaluate the effectiveness of nutrition 
incentive programs and their ability to increase new customer bases and retain loyal customers. 
This research will provide useful data on consumer purchasing preferences, attitudes and 
motivations, which will in turn inform and build future strategic communications campaigns. 
Clearly, the issues of “access” and “affordability” are influenced by a wide arena of factors: 
convenience, education attainment of area residents, frequency and ease of EBT redemption at 
markets, food preparation skills of area residents, transportation availability, and cultural and 
language issues, all of which can motivate or hinder people from going to markets. The 
following section will examine issues around access and affordability as it relates to the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit, and EBT program. Chapter Three will provide an overview of 
the Credit, Debit and EBT program, and will detail the communications-related initiatives of the 
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program. Chapter Four will present a set of communications-driven recommendations informed 
by the literature review. Additionally, Chapter Four will review current program challenges and 
examine factors that will determine future sustainability and program growth. The purpose of 
this section is to better understand customers' understanding of local food, and the potential 
barriers to accessing local food, and how to implement Credit, Debit, and EBT programs at a 
farmers’ market.  
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Part I: Goals and Overview of Carrboro Farmers’ Market Credit, Debit and EBT Program 
 
Figure 3.1 
Geographic Scope Farmers/Vendors Partners  Budget Media and Outreach 
Surveys and 
interviews show 
that customers 
come from Orange, 
Durham, Wake, 
Alamance, and 
Chatham and as far 
south as 
Cumberland 
County.  
The Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market 
vendors are required 
to grow and produce 
their goods within a 
50-mile radius of the 
market. Currently, the 
number of vendors 
varies between 65-78.  
The Center for Health 
Promotion and 
Disease Prevention at 
the University of 
North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill; Leaflight 
Sustainable 
Development/21st 
Century Farmers 
Markets; RAFI-USA; 
Piedmont Health 
Services; Orange 
County Department of 
Social Services; Food 
and Nutrition Service 
Coalition; 
Appalachian 
Sustainable 
Agriculture Project 
(ASAP); Asheville 
City Market 
The Rural 
Advancement 
Fund 
International-
USA (RAFI-
USA) awarded 
a grant in the 
amount of 
$17,821 with 
66% of 
expenditures 
going towards 
a program 
coordinator 
and 34% going 
towards media 
and outreach 
efforts.  
Collaboration with 
local graphic design 
agency The Splinter 
Group included bus 
advertisements on 
Chapel Hill free 
transit system; 
signage for vendors; 
PSAs, and earned 
media coverage 
 
 
Programmatic Goals:  
1) Increase market sales for farmers by providing Credit, Debit and EBT/SNAP wireless services 
for customers.  
2) Develop targeted marketing campaign to draw immigrant and low-income populations to the 
market by providing information on how customers can redeem their SNAP benefits at the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market. 
The Carrboro Farmers Market (CFM), founded in 1979, is a for-profit, farmer-run-and-
operated market. Vendors are required to produce all the goods they sell; everything must be 
produced or grown within a 50-mile radius of the market. Today, the market can hold anywhere 
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from 65 to 85 vendors, and is committed to serving its community fresh, local food. The 
market’s growth, community support and leadership from its Board of Directors and Market 
Managers allowed it to increase its outreach efforts and ability to serve people outside its core 
customer base. In 2005 the CFM began accepting benefits for WIC (the Women, Infants and 
Children nutrition program) and SFMNP (the Senior Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program.) In 
2006, it implemented a pilot Credit, Debit and Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) program. The 
CFM partnered with Leaflight Sustainable Development to pilot the program but discontinued 
the program after a year because of funding and logistical challenges. At that point, the CFM did 
not find that the program drew new customers to the Market, and that more time and energy was 
spent on the program than was cost-effective (Sarah Blacklin, personal communication, August 
2, 2010). As of 2010, the Carrboro Farmers’ Market has not been hugely successful in attracting 
new customers beyond its established “market enthusiasts” and “serious shoppers,” two 
commonly identified preference-based segments by economists and researchers (Levey-Larson, 
2010). 
Increasing Access to Fresh Food: Research on Target Audiences and Grant Process 
With approximately 200 farmers’ markets, North Carolina is ranked as one of the top ten 
states with the highest number of farmers’ markets indicated by the USDA 2010 Farmers Market 
Directory (USDA AMS, 2010). While the high number of markets is a positive sign of the 
increased demand for local farm product and markets, most of the state’s markets face challenges 
of limited resources to ensure the success of market nutrition access programs. Research is hard 
to come by on the economic recession’s impact on consumer spending at farmers’ markets or the 
technical support and capacity building required to develop successful strategic marketing efforts 
(Good Food Strategies LLC, 2009). The State of North Carolina is one of the States with the 
38 
highest rates of food hardship-- the lack of money to buy food that families need. According to a 
Food Research and Action Center Report, in 2008, North Carolina was ranked number 13th in 
food hardship (Food Research and Action Center, January, p.4, 2010). In 2009, North Carolina 
fared much worse, coming in at number 9 in States with the highest rates of food hardship. 
Figure 3.2 
 
Source: Food Research and Action Center, January 2010 
 
In 2008, $34.6 billion in SNAP benefits were distributed nationwide, with approximately 
$1.1 billion dispensed in North Carolina (Wolkwitz et al., 2008). North Carolina has seen a steep 
increase in food stamp usage since 2005. The number of Orange County residents eligible for 
SNAP has grown by 14% from 2005 to 2010, but as of 2009, only 45% of people who qualify 
for SNAP in Orange County are filing for benefits. These figures point to the need for greater 
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local and nationwide demographic data collection on food stamp users at farmers’ markets and 
research on their purchasing preferences so that markets can better capitalize on food assistance 
dollars and new customers can better access higher quality food.  
Many nonprofit, public/private and research institutions are addressing hunger, food 
insecurity, and increasing participation rates of SNAP redemption at farmers’ markets. A greater 
number of social marketing and advertising campaigns communicating the benefits of eating 
locally, coupled with stronger programming on how to implement Credit, Debit and EBT 
programs, has increased the number of farmers’ markets who are accepting nutrition subsidy 
payment options. While North Carolina is nationally recognized for the high number of farmers’ 
markets, only eleven of its roughly 200 state-wide markets have programs in place that accept 
Credit, Debit and EBT payments (Smith, personal conversation, April 30, 2010).  
In 2009, a team of researchers, graduate students, local food activists, and the CFM 
Board of Directors and Market Manager applied for grant funding to implement a long-term 
sustainably-run Credit, Debit and EBT program with a strong emphasis on strategic 
communications and a nutrition incentive “Market Match” program. The team worked closely 
with the Center for Health Promotion and Disease Prevention at the University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill to review research on farmers’ markets and their customers before applying for 
outside funding. The research included a review of studies on the public health impacts of local 
food and farmers’ markets, relevant websites and media coverage, and conversations with 
experts including: Darlene Wolnik, Director of Marketshare at Market Umbrella; Stacy Miller, 
Executive Director of the National Farmers Market Coalition; EBT Coordinators at NYC 
GreenMarket; and Cristina Sandolo, Program Director of Nourishing Neighborhoods at the 
Wholesome Wave Foundation, among many others.  
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With qualitative information from initial interviews with the local Carrboro community, 
market vendors and Hispanic customers at tiendas combined with quantitative data on Orange 
and Chatham County EBT/SNAP participation rates, the team developed a grant proposal to 
implement a Credit, Debit and EBT program at the Market. A grant proposal was submitted to 
the Rural Advancement Fund International USA (RAFI-USA), an organization that provides 
capacity-building and technical support for initiatives that support family farming. The program 
was funded for one year, in the amount of $17,821. The goal of the program was to increase 
revenue for the Carrboro Farmers’ Market vendors while providing greater access for EBT 
customers to use their benefits at the market. As of May 1st, 2010, the Carrboro Farmers’ Market 
began accepting Credit and Debit cards as well as Electronic Benefits (EBT) from the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). The CFM partnered with Leaflight Inc., a 
state-contracted non-profit agency that administers the 21st Century Farmers’ Market Program 
and provides support to North Carolina farmers’ markets to accept Credit, Debit and EBT 
payments at farmers’ markets. 
 
Credit, Debit and EBT Program Description 
The grant provided the team with the opportunity to hire program coordinators to operate 
the terminal, conduct outreach and organizing. As “Real Food, Real Choices” points out, the 
terminals are just the starting point: staffing and funding is needed to operate the system and the 
right system needs to be tailored to each market’s needs and abilities (Briggs et al., 2010). Of 
note, the CFM developed a collection system with receipts to reimburse its large number of 
vendors for token sales. The central-terminal wireless program implemented at the CFM uses an 
alternative token currency (see Appendix D). Under this model, Credit, Debit or SNAP 
customers purchase tokens in $5 denominations for credit and debit cards, and $1 denominations 
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for EBT SNAP tokens. SNAP tokens are different in color and denomination from tokens sold to 
credit/debit card users to reduce confusion for redeeming vendors and among vendors as to 
which token can be used for which products (Briggs et al., 2010). This distinction if also required 
by USDA FNS in order to track federally funded dollars (SNAP) and regular commercial dollars. 
The tokens act like cash throughout the market with the exception that no change is provided for 
$1 EBT tokens (See Figure 3.3).  
 As technology has improved, one auxiliary effect of introducing SNAP/EBT machines to 
farmers’ markets is the opportunity to bring credit/debt card services. As “Real Food, Real 
Choices” points out, in the last five years, debit and credit card sales have easily surpassed SNAP 
sales (see Figure 3.4 for New York State Farmers Market 2002-2009 Annual SNAP Program 
Totals). Many markets charge a convenience fee on debit sales or deduct three to five percent of 
credit card sales to cover operating costs. As Briggs and his/her colleagues point out, the fees 
cover operating expenses but not the labor cost to implement the program (Briggs et al., 2010). 
All the same, these new revenue streams have become an important reason why farmers markets 
have invested in wireless technology (Briggs et al., 2010). Wooden tokens, with creative brand 
names and designs, have become successful marketing tools. There is an element of fun with an 
alternative currency that promotes a truck, and a “reinforcement” of the local economy (Briggs et 
al., 2010).  
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Figure 3.3 
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Figure 3.4 
 
As wireless technology has evolved and become more accessible, many more farmers’ 
market organizations have implemented the central-terminal SNAP model, which reduces 
operating costs by having only one terminal per market (instead of one per vendor) (Briggs et al., 
25). For a comparison of central-terminal and farmer-operated EBT wireless systems see Figure 
3.5. At the same time, according to a Farmers Market Coalition SNAP survey administered to 
state farmers’ market organizations, 965 of respondents stated that staffing the program was the 
biggest challenge. As part of its strategy to draw SNAP recipients and increase revenue for its 
farmers, the CFM prioritized the majority, around 66%, of the RAFI-USA grant funding towards 
staffing a part-time coordinator position.  
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Figure 3.5 
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Part II: Effective Strategies for Drawing SNAP Recipients and Increasing Revenue for 
Farmers  
 
 
The Carrboro Farmers’ Market designed a marketing campaign to promote its Credit, 
Debit and EBT program. The marketing campaign’s three key goals were 1) to communicate to 
people that had not shopped at the market that the market accepted EBT cards, 2) to encourage 
return visits for new customers through an incentive Market Match program, 3) to promote the 
added convenience factor of the Credit, Debit option, and encourage more items to be bought per 
visit/per customer, and 4) to facilitate communication between farmers and market managers 
with Latinos and other non-English speaking community members by developing bilingual 
promotional materials and adding bilingual volunteers on site during market days.  
The Credit, Debit and EBT Team worked closely with The Splinter Group, a local 
graphic design and marketing firm, to design its messaging and advertising campaign and 
partnered with graduate students and local professionals to conduct market surveys on 
consumers’ awareness of the Truck Bucks program. 
Marketing Strategy 
Many researchers suggest that strategic local food marketing requires engagement, 
dialogue, and meaningful relationship building with target audiences (Slocum et al., 2009; 
Project for Public Spaces, 2008; Holmes et al., 2008). The role of strategic marketing is to 
develop positive relationships between customers and vendors that will lead to favorable 
attitudes and behavior (e.g., purchase) (DeCarlo & Franck, 2005). As some journalists have 
pointed out, to compete with less-expensive or large scale competitors, local food marketers and 
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farmers' markets must emphasize the value, quality, service, and environmental and community-
contributing attributes of local food and markets (Ransom, 2010). 
Partnerships between Local Organizations, University Entities, and Social Service Agencies 
HPDP provided the Credit, Debit and EBT Team with research, funding, and grant-writing 
support, volunteers, graduate student staffing, and marketing consultation. HPDP provided 
technical assistance with communications programming, and invaluable input on accounting and 
reimbursement logistics. The Market’s Board of Directors, Market Managers, and farmers have 
long been involved with many of the area’s researchers and food advocates. Some of the CFM’s 
farmers have held leadership roles on Boards of Directors for food-related organizations and 
have helped shape local food policy Alex and Betsy Hitt, are an example of committed farmers 
and advocates for sustainable farming and food justice issues, and serve on the Board of 
Directors of the Carrboro Farmers’ Market (and sell at the Market); the Rural Advancement 
Fund International USA (RAFI); and the Southern Sustainable Agricultural Group (SSWG).   
The partnership with the 21st Century Farmers’ Market Program/Leaflight Inc., the state-
contracted agency, provided free accounting and reimbursement services, and program hardware 
such as terminals and tokens for the CFM. This allowed the team to allocate grant funding from 
RAFI-USA towards developing a communications campaign and hiring a program coordinator. 
The grant covered the cost of promotional materials, vendor signage, a banner, new booth, and 
bus advertisements. 
 The Splinter Group created a high-quality pro-bono campaign; its partnership with the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market on the Truck Bucks campaign was invaluable. As customers of the 
market, and with offices just steps away, the company team was familiar with the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market environment and its customer challenges. Having worked for other local food 
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organizations like Slow Food Triangle, they were deeply invested in the program’s mission and 
objectives. They took on the project at no cost, so that the market was able to invest its limited 
grant funds towards printing and dissemination costs.  
Many local restaurants in downtown Chapel Hill and Carrboro source their food from market 
vendors; these existing business networks can be pursued to promote public relations efforts for 
the program and seek potential business sponsorship. Andrea Reusling, chef and proprietor of 
Lantern, a high-end Chapel Hill restaurant, for example, donated $400 to the Market Match 
incentive program during a fundraising period. These long-standing relationships between the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market, Market Vendors and restaurant owners are worth building upon since 
local businesses can often provide free advertising channels and financial support.   
Incentives and Market Match Program 
The 2008 report “Nutrition Incentives at Farmers Markets: Bringing Healthy, Local Foods 
Within Reach” provides an excellent overview of various pilot programs that expand the impact 
of SNAP benefits. At the CFM for example, $2,600 of grant funding was used to double the 
value of SNAP benefits. Customers who spent up to $20 of their SNAP benefits were matched 
with up to $20 in free market dollars until supplies lasted. SNAP customers could spend as much 
as they liked, but were matched with up to $20 in “Market Match” money (4 $5 credit/debit 
tokens were used and were delineated with pink marker to set them apart as “Match” tokens) (see 
Figure 3.6 for example of a promotional Market Match flier).  
Thanks to effective marketing, incentive programming and outreach efforts, the number of 
unique SNAP customers increased by over 22% in the 2nd month and SNAP recipients came to 
the CFM more often than credit customers (1.6 versus 1.3 times per month). Use of SNAP 
benefits at the CFM grew steadily with available Match incentives. Furthermore, Rosch’s (2010) 
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data shows 41% of total EBT sales occurred during the Wednesday Market, possibly due to 
public transit available mid-week, childcare assistance, and work schedules located in the 
downtown vicinity.  Likewise, SNAP customers spent 13% more per hour on Wednesdays than 
Saturdays, despite Saturday’s increased size.  Nearly a month after implementing the Match 
incentive program, all $2,600 were used of grant funding because of the popularity of the 
program. Therefore, the team plans to target midweek daytime SNAP customers, survey barriers 
among recipients, as well as make visible transportation options to the Saturday Market.  Rosch’s 
(2010) data also shows the highest percentage of sales for both Markets among SNAP recipients 
occur during the first hour of Market.   
Flyers, Signage and Public Relations:  
Multiple materials were developed to promote the campaign: tokens, banners, bus 
posters, and Market Match fliers.  All were developed and designed by The Splinter Group 
answered used as promotional tools during the weeks leading up to the program launch and 
during the first few months of program implementation. The Splintergroup developed 10” x 10” 
coroplast signs with the Truck Buck campaign logo for each vendor to display at market. The 
purpose of the signage was for customers to be able to differentiate between vendors who accept 
Truck Bucks and those that do not. The objectives of our public relations and advertising efforts 
were to advertise the existence of the program as much as possible, increase the number of 
people who shop at the farmers’ market, and implement the program in as efficient a manner as 
possible in order to provide customers and vendors with a positive experience. The team’s 
priority during the weeks leading up to the launch of our program was to maintain clear lines of 
communication with the market vendors so that the program would run as smoothly as possible. 
The team developed a series of programmatic materials that included token “cheat sheets,”  (see 
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Appendix D) which explained the token rules; it held meetings with vendors, and frequently met 
one-on-one with vendors. Additionally, each vendor that participated in the program was 
provided with a packet of information, a pencil pouch to collect tokens, and a 10” x 10” 
coroplast Truck Bucks sign (see Appendix D). Likewise, the Program purchased aprons with the 
Truck Bucks logo for volunteers to wear during Market hours, created a “Welcome Booth” 
banner (see Appendix D) with images of Credit/Debit and EBT cards, and purchased a new tent.  
Additionally, a public relations and outreach campaign leading up to the May 1st launch 
date was coordinated. Press releases (see Appendix B) were followed by phone calls to local 
radio, television, blogs and newspapers. Carrboro and Chapel Hill’s small-town dynamic allowed 
for the team to capitalize on personal relationships to secure coverage in the local media. 
Coverage included interviews on WCOM’s La Salud Familia radio show, a column in The 
Independent Weekly, coverage in the News & Observer, Chapel Hill News, the Carrboro 
Citizen, local blogs, and multiple social networking sites. A formal event was organized at the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market on the day of the official launch. State officials, including Senator 
Ellie Kinnaird and representatives from the North Carolina Department of Agriculture attended 
the event. An over-sized mock-check was presented to the CFM from the grant funders of the 
program, the Tobacco Reinvestment Fund/RAFI-USA. 
 
Communications Strategy and Development 
 
Messaging Design 
Messaging and branding for the Truck Bucks campaign used this research to inform the 
campaign and build effective communications tools. Messages conveyed the convenience 
provided by the token-based system. The campaign’s press release (see Appendix B) and 
materials included messaging on the added value and direct outcomes of purchasing locally, its 
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“freshness,” and how it  “grows the local economy.” The messaging highlighted the “unique 
farmers’ market shopping experience that includes nutrition classes, cooking demonstrations, and 
kids events.  
 The broad messaging strategy set for the program was to reach as many people as 
possible that fell into the program’s diverse target audience (community residents using EBT, 
“core” customers with potential to increase spending by using Credit Cards, and new “unknown” 
customers). Without running focus groups, surveys or ethnographies that provide insight into a 
communities’ value-system, it is challenging to construct a campaign’s key messages that can 
generate perceptions and attitudes that lead to support for a program or behavior change. Due to 
time constraints and limited printing budgets, the Team interviewed key constituents and 
engaged the services of a professional advertising and graphic design agency with expertise on 
messaging and a history of engagement with the Chapel Hill/Carrboro community. Together, the 
team worked under intense time pressures to frame a series of messages for the entire campaign, 
rather than for different target audiences, and designed communications strategies that could be 
further refined as the program developed 
The strategic objectives of the program’s messaging was to increase revenue flow for the 
Market’s vendors through Credit, Debit and EBT sales, draw new customers (both EBT and 
Credit/Debit) and increase what the Market’s “core” customers were currently spending because 
of the added convenience of Credit and Debit. The team went for a “shallow and broad” 
approach, with messaging that would resonate among a wide audience of varying demographic 
backgrounds.  
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Table 3.2 
A selection of primary messages from the Truck Bucks Campaign (Includes Messages from 
Press Release, Market Match fliers and Bus Poster Campaign): 
Message: Greater Shopping Convenience 
Message: High Value Food that is Fresh, Local and Now even More Convenient and Affordable 
Message: The Carrboro Farmers’ Market is Nourishing our Neighbors  
Message: Grow the local economy by spending locally 
Message: Unique, Vibrant Experience (community events like cooking demonstrations and 
nutrition classes) 
Message: Incentive program doubles value of food stamp benefits: benefits both consumers and 
farmers. 
Message: Building Healthy Communities 
 
Messaging for Market Match 
While the Team was not able to test any of its messages prior to implementation, it was able 
to consult with experts who had run similar nutrition access programs. Darlene Wolnik at Market 
Umbrella is a marketing specialist and farmers’ market connoisseur. Her feedback helped the 
team mold the CFM communications plan and informed the way CFM developed its messaging. 
As Ms. Wolnik explained it: 
 “This is a strategy [nutrition incentive programs] to encourage those who never considered 
the market because they did not have the right currency for most of their money, NOT because 
they came and saw high prices necessarily…..studies have shown that price is not the 
barrier….but like all shoppers, incentives are needed to encourage people to take the time to 
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shop differently than at a grocery store. The time and support that the markets gave to the early 
adapters (foodies) who came in the first years because those shoppers had cash and time, is now 
rolled into these incentive programs for new shoppers with limited means, now that we have the 
technology to reach them. So marketing should reflect that idea I think.”(Wolnik, personal 
communication, April 2, 2010). 
The team’s initial strategy was to debunk the perception of many that fruits and vegetables 
are higher priced at markets by stating that the Market Match program would make it cheaper to 
shop at the market than at local competitors.  
The following message, for example, did not end up being used, because it focused on factors 
relate to price and described the Market Match program as making it “cheaper” for customers to 
shop at the Carrboro Farmers’ Market.  
The Carrboro Farmers' Market will make it cheaper for our EBT customers to shop at the 
Market than at your local grocer.  For a limited time only, when EBT customers exchange their 
food stamp dollars for tokens, they will receive extra money to spend at the Market. 
Slocum et al.’s (2009) research underscores Wolnik’s point of view; meaningful 
relationships between consumers and producers will develop once each segment’s core values 
have been incorporated into a producer and sales repertoire. The Team relied heavily on 
literature reviews of similar campaigns, conversations with EBT coordinators in New York City 
and Washington D.C, consultations with researchers and marketing experts at HPDP, and 
support from the Splinter Group, all informed the key messages and press releases for the 
campaign. In addition, the team determined that it was important to offer materials in both 
English and Spanish in order to best reach the target audience (the intent is for materials to be 
translated into other languages as well.) 
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Instead of targeting a particular demographic, the team framed its messaging around 
convenience, value, and quality—general values that appeal to wide audiences. A second 
iteration of a Truck Bucks campaign, with a greater understanding of each target audience’s 
wants, needs, and values, would allow for tailored messaging (see example 3.4). In this way, the 
Carrboro Farmers’ Market will have the potential to better compete with other shopping venues 
and attract more customers over the long-term. As a well-recognized strategic communications 
company from Washington points out, “ to draw a broader group of consumers, it is important to 
use their language, tell their stories, and view their buying choices through their lens” Good 
Food Strategies LLC, 2009).  
In order to view buying choices through different consumer group lenses, research must 
be conducted on purchasing and consumer behavior and messaging must be constructed around 
these research findings. With a baseline understanding of its target audience the team framed its 
messaging around convenience and affordability. The two central campaign messages for the 
Credit, Debit and EBT campaign messaging highlighted affordability and convenience, freshness 
and local (See Appendix C). The messages for the principal marketing materials, a bus 
advertising campaign on all 98 of Chapel Hill Transit’s buses and an over 3,500 print-run 
dissemination of Market Match fliers were as follows:  
Around 3,500 fliers were designed, printed and disseminated to local partner organizations. 
Venues included the Department of Social Service Women Infants and Children (WIC) office, 
Piedmont Health Services, the Chapel Hill Public Library, local tiendas, the Community Credit 
Union and the Interfaith Council for Social Service. The “Market Match” fliers advertised the 
Matching program and targeted Orange County SNAP residents with information about the 
market’s new program, affordability, convenience, and messages around the market’s “fresh” 
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and “local” offerings. Similarly, the Chapel Hill Transit campaign messaging centered on 
community and “Nourishing our Neighbors” and how “Shopping at  
Messaging Design for Market Match Fliers (See Figure 3.6) 
1. Fresh, Local and Now even more convenient and affordable. Use your EBT, Debit or 
Credit Card at the Market.  
2. Just one more way the Market is Nourishing our Neighbors.  
 
Figure 3.6 
 
 
 
Messaging for Bus Poster Advertisements (See Figure 3.7) 
“Truck Buck” posters were placed in each of Chapel Hill Transit’s free buses system, advertising 
the Market Match and Credit Debit program at the farmers’ market. The advertisement campaign 
was for a full showing on all 98 of Chapel Hill transit buses during an eight-month period, from 
May thru December, 2010.  
CORN, TOMATOES, ONIONS CUCUMBERS, ZUCCHINI, 
EGGPLANT, SQUASH, SWEET BELL PEPPERS AND HOT 
CAYENNE PEPPERS, CILANTRO, BASIL AND OTHER 
FRESH HERBS, MELONS, STRAWBERRIES, LETTUCES, 
BROCCOLI, CARROTS, TURNIPS, RADISHES, BLUEBER-
RIES, APPLES, PEACHES, PLUMS, GRAPES, WHOLE 
WHEAT FLOUR, CORNMEAL, SAVORY BREADS, SWEET 
BREADS, CINNAMON ROLES, TORTES, MUFFINS, BIS-
CUITS, DOUGHNUTS, PICKLES, JAMS, CHUTNEYS, PIES, 
HUMMUS, YOGURT, GOAT CHEESE, COW CHEESES AND 
MOZZARELLAS, EGGS, PORK, CHICKEN, BEEF, LAMB, 
GOAT, AND BUFFALO AND MUCH MUCH MORE!
WEDNESDAYS
3:30 - 6:30 PM
SATURDAYS
7 AM - NOON
FRESH, LOCAL AND NOW EVEN MORE CONVENIENT & AFFORDABLE.
USE YOUR EBT, DEBIT OR CREDIT CARD AT THE MARKET!
JUST ONE MORE WAY THE MARKET IS NOURISHING OUR NEIGHBORS.
REDEEM YOUR SNAP BENEFITS FOR TRUCK BUCK TOKENS.
(ACCEPTED BY MOST MARKET VENDORS)
INTRODUCING TRUCK BUCKS
MARKET MATCH
COME TO THE MARKET, SWIPE YOUR EBT CARD AT OUR WELCOME
TENT AND WE'LL MATCH YOU UP TO $20 FOR EVERY MARKET VISIT.
BRING IN THIS COUPON TO REDEEM OUR MARKET MATCH OFFER.
while supplies last
$20 EBT
$20 FREE
market match
$40
to spend at the market
on fresh food!
CARRBORO TOWN COMMONS, NEXT TO CARRBORO TOWN HALL AT 301 WEST MAIN STREET. 
PLENTY OF PARKING ON SITE. PUBLIC BUS LINES THAT STOP NEARBY,
INCLUDING THE CW, F, AND J ROUTES. WWW.TOWNOFCHAPELHILL.ORG/TRANSIT
this project is made possible with the generous support of rafi-usa
????????????????????????????????????????????
Photos by Jackie Helvey
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Messaging Design for Truck Buck Bus Posters:  
 
1. Truck Bucks: Another way the Carrboro Farmers’ Market is Nourishing our Neighbors! 
Swipe your Debit, Credit or EBT Card at the Welcome Tent and shop for fresh, local 
goods and produce with Truck Bucks.  
2. Shopping for the freshest local food and produce just got even easier. See you at the 
Market! 
 
Figure 3.7 
 
 
 
Developing the Truck Bucks Brand 
“Market Money,” “Market Maples,” “Cabbage,” “Kale,” “Greenbacks,” “Greenbucks,” 
and “Truck Bucks” were possible slang terms that were considered as names for the tokens and 
for the overall campaign name. The Team decided upon “Truck Bucks” as the name of the 
campaign and as its overarching logo.  This decision was reached because the Team thought that 
the name and image would build upon an identity that was already being used on T-shirts at the 
TRUCK BUCKS
$20 EBT
$20 FREE
market match
$40
to spend at the market
on fresh food!
ANOTHER WAY THE CARRBORO FARMERS MARKET
IS NOURISHING OUR NEIGHBORS!
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
JUST GOT EVEN EASIER. SEE YOU AT THE MARKET.
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??? ???????????????? ??????????
??????????
??????????????
?????????
???????????
swipe your debit, credit or ebt card at the welcome tent and 
shop for fresh, local goods and produce with truck buck tokens. 
we'll match ebt users up to $20 every market visit.
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Market in 2008, and people would have a greater likelihood of recognizing it. Also, the Team 
was facing an accelerated timeline to launch the program and time was of the essence so in an 
effort to move as quickly as possible to print, the Team chose a design that had already been 
used. The Team came to the decision to name the program “Truck Bucks,” because it felt that 1) 
the words “Truck,” and “Buck” were playful and simple words that audiences and media alike 
would be attracted to, 2) the logo would appeal to multiple demographics: farmers, children, 
young-adults, and seniors, and 3) the image was one which would be easily recognizable by 
multiple demographics. “Truck,” or “Troque” in Spanish slang, weighs heavily in the local 
Hispanic community, where new trucks are often seen as status symbols (see Figure 3.8). 
Because of this, the logo has the potential to be highly recognizable because of its positive 
connotations among the Latino community.  
 
Figure 3.8 Design Development of Truck Buck Campaign Logo  
Design approach #1: Design approach #2:     
   
 Final Credit, Debit and EBT Campaign Logo:  
 
 
Website Development and Online Resources: www.sabrinalopez.com 
 Many organizations have resources online to support other markets or customers wanting 
to learn more about EBT/SNAP at farmers’ markets. Some agencies, like the Farmers Market 
Coalition, provides a repository for flyers, brochures and for market managers interested in 
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learning more about EBT options at farmers’ markets. Although some websites include 
information specifically about their matching/incentive programs, few are specifically built for 
Credit, Debit and EBT programs at one farmers’ market. Rather, several centers provide 
resources, like the Ecology Center at the UC Davis for market managers and advocates interested 
in SNAP and SNAP implementation: www.ecologycenter.org/ebt.  One website, 
www.snaptomarket.com, developed by the New York Farmers’ Market EBT/SNAP Program 
documents ongoing activities and provides real-time information targeted at customers interested 
in redeeming their SNAP benefits at the NY Farmers’ Markets participating in SNAP programs. 
 The website developed for the CFM Credit, Debit and EBT program framed its layout 
and messaging based on how the snaptomarket.com frames its messaging at SNAP customers. 
The website uses friendly, simple language with straightforward imagery of how customers can 
use their EBT benefits in a 1), 2), 3) way. Likewise, the CFM Credit, Debit and EBT website, 
has a resources and links section, similar to the www.fns4nc.org website, so that customers who 
are interested in learning more about SNAP eligibility rules in North Carolina and application 
procedures can find information easily. The objective of the www.sabrinalopez.com website is to 
connect SNAP recipients with the resources they need to know before shopping at the CFM. The 
website also targets mission-driven Credit and Debit card users (and SNAP customers since 
these target audiences overlap) with information about the benefits of eating locally. 
 
Communication Campaign Strengths, Challenges and Analysis 
“I forgot to bring cash! Because of this program, I will be able to get everything I wanted at the 
market today!” Natalie Reder, Chapel Hill, N.C.  
 
Campaign Strengths: Reputable Brand & High Quality Product 
The Carrboro Farmers Market is generally associated with high-quality food. Highlights 
from informal conversations with Credit, Debit, and EBT customers indicate that many agree 
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that the markets produce is fresh and high quality. One EBT customer, Francis, explains, “You 
just can’t get better food, not even at Weaver Street. It tastes so much better,” (Francis, personal 
communication, August 4, 2010).  Clay Hudson, who also uses his EBT benefits at the CFM 
spoke about how “before, I wouldn’t have tried many of these vegetables. I knew that the food 
was the best here, and now I won’t eat eggs that aren’t from a farmer. They taste so much better” 
(Hudson, personal conversation, June 8, 2010). Francis comes each Wednesday from Durham, 
taking two buses and traveling well over one and a half hours to be able to use her benefits for 
high quality food. Clay continues to come to the market even though he no longer qualifies for 
benefits. Both customers are examples that speak to the’ perception that the CFM sells high 
quality products. The marketing materials and messaging capitalize on this and focus on the 
superior value the Market’s products offer.   
One could argue that the Carrboro Farmers’ Market plays a large role in Carrboro’s 
cultural identity, and that the perception and association with high-quality food related to the 
market has driven demand for products that reflect the values, wants and needs of a “place.” As 
McClusky and Loureriro’s research on purchasing preferences demonstrates, consumer 
perceptions of goods is favorable when linked associates have strong cultural ties (McClusky & 
Loureiro, 2003).  A good example of this is Farmer’s Daughter’s muscadine pies and fruit and 
vegetable preserves. Therefore it seems that the campaign’s messaging around freshness and 
localness, combined with 1950s Americana graphic design and with images of sticky buns, 
carrots, an old red Ford truck and stylized graphic fonts used for 1940s-50s post WW-II type 
poster is an effective strategy in reaching with demographics familiar with pre-1990s 
immigration culture of the American South.  
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On the other hand, as discussed in Chapter II, research has shown, that although attitudes 
might be favorable towards high-quality food, a consumer can be swayed by any number of 
considerations. Positive attitude towards and perception of a product as high quality does not 
guarantee that a consumer will purchase that item (DePelsmacker, 2005). As noted before, they 
might not shop at a market because of the cultural barriers, lack of interest, fear of the unknown, 
belief that it takes longer to shop there, or other deterrents. The CFM for example, is located in 
front of a housing project whose residents rarely come to shop at the market.  In the future, it is 
hoped that the CFM will survey those residents and determine which barriers are preventing 
them from shopping at the market.  
Partnerships 
The program Team drew upon many partnerships to realize the Credit, Debit, and EBT 
program. The local food and sustainable agriculture community in the Triangle region is a close-
knit community, and a boon for those people who work within its familiar 
policy/academic/advocacy and community-level mechanisms. The geography and relatively 
small size of the area make it fairly easy for a market to work with one of the country’s leading 
researchers on local food systems at UNC Chapel Hill. One of the programs greatest strengths 
was the ability to collaborate with marketing expert and former market manager of the 
Bellingham farmers’ market, and Dr. Alice Ammerman, director of the Center for Health 
Promotion and Disease Prevention at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, on a near 
daily basis.  
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Brand Identity 
 
Figure 3.9: existing logo for the Carrboro Farmers’ Market: 
 
The Carrboro Farmers’ Market has a loyal following of customers and a well-established 
reputation among “locavores,” “foodies,” or people who have been at the forefront of the organic 
and sustainable food movement for decades. The logo (see Figure 3.9) is representative of its 
over thirty years as an ‘all local,’ and authentic market. As Beverland (2005) elaborates, 
authentic characteristics are often defined as “original, genuine, and sincere,” and many would 
argue that the Carrboro Farmers’ Market, with farmers who spearheaded organic farming 
practices well before it became a household term, is an authentic market. Beverland (2005) and 
Hoyer & MacInnis (2007), explain that authentic values are a core component of successful 
brands because they form part of a unique brand identity. The Carrboro Farmers’ Market’s 
values are coupled tightly to its brand; it is “nationally known” but “locally grown,” as its slogan 
harks. The CFM matches its customers’ values with what they perceive should be represented by 
local food: environmentally sound growing practices, and support for local farms and the 
community.  
Place 
The CFM’s central location, in downtown Carrboro, at the Town Commons and next to 
Town Hall, affords it with visibility, accessibility, and a relatively high number of parking spots. 
These factors weight heavily in consumers’ decision-making process, and positively affect 
attitudes and purchasing behavior. Because the CFM is in a public location and close to many of 
???????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????
Carrboro?????????? ??????
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its partner organizations, the Team was able to canvass Carrboro and Chapel Hill with Market 
Match fliers and posters. Further research would be needed to measure the importance that 
environmental factors play into customers purchasing preferences. Studies highlight factors such 
as convenience, location, hours and accessibility as important reasons why customers do not 
shop at farmers’ markets. A well-designed strategic communications campaign has the potential 
to debunk myths about markets’ requiring more time to shop or that they are inconvenient, by 
highlighting their accessible locations, hours, and transportation options. 
Challenges 
Communications & Evaluation 
Some of the limitations markets face include the lack of communications expertise (or 
inexpensive communications expertise). As the Community Involved in Sustaining Agriculture 
Organization (CISA) publication “Harvesting Support for Locally Grown Food” toolkit explains, 
markets will find pro-bono advertisers or public relations consultants but rarely have someone 
that has the time, expertise or monetary compensation needed to build a coordinated campaign. 
The Credit, Debit and EBT Team hired a coordinator, who worked with a marketing consultant, 
and other experts in the field to oversee the communications planning for the campaign. One of 
the findings from Greene and Barker’s (2010) survey was that forty-three percent of customers 
surveyed at the entrance to the CFM had not yet heard about the token program one month after 
the start date.  
Rosch’s 2010 market analysis of the Credit, Debit and EBT program highlighted several 
overall trends that can be used to evaluate the communications campaign. The analysis found 
that 1) EBT customers shop at the market with more frequency than Credit and Debit customers, 
2) EBT customers shop more frequently on Wednesdays, and 3) since July, the number of 
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returning EBT customers has surpassed the number of new EBT customers. This information is 
useful in that it could indicate a number of things, such as the short-lived nature of the 
communications campaign. The Market Match incentive program ended in mid-June and the fact 
that returning customers surpassed new customers in July and beyond leads us to think that 
strong campaign messages needs to be continued for a longer period in order to continue to 
attract new customers.. It information also points out that the Market Match campaign reached a 
small population (176 unique EBT customers), and that once the program’s funds came to an 
end, the rate of new EBT customers dropped by nearly 25%. On a positive note, July saw an 
increase in return EBT customers, with 26 EBT customers shopping at the CFM 1.6 times.  
Branding  
There are two challenges that stand out when assessing the branding and identity aspects 
of the campaign, one is related to onsite signage and the second is related to translating the 
campaign into Spanish. The Truck Buck coroplast signage, which was used as a way to 
distinguish between vendors who accepted tokens and those who did not, created customer 
confusion because some vendors only accepted the one-dollar EBT tokens but displayed the five-
dollar Truck Buck signs. Since the entire campaign had been branded around the five-dollar 
Truck Bucks logo, some customers were confused by who accepted tokens and what kind of 
tokens they accepted, while some EBT customers like Clay Hudson pointed out that EBT 
customers could feel discriminated since the EBT token is different from the Credit/Debit token 
already sets them apart as “different from other folks to begin with when you use the terminal” 
(Hudson, personal communication, May 19, 2010.  
 The second challenge was translating the campaign into Spanish. The Team agreed not to 
translate the name “Carrboro Farmers’ Market,” or the “Truck Bucks” brand because it felt the 
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brand of the Market and the campaign were sufficiently recognizable. Often, proper names for 
organizations are not translated and the Team felt that the word “Truck” in “Truck Bucks” was 
sufficiently comprehensible across language lines. It would be useful to conduct an analysis of 
the campaign materials with the Burmese, Karen, English-speaking and Spanish-speaking 
community to evaluate comprehension and information retention in order to establish if the 
campaign brand and market name (Carrboro Farmers’ Market) require translation.  
Campaign Analysis 
Messaging around Affordability in Market Match Materials 
“Fresh, Local, and now even more Convenient and Affordable”  
 Given the literature debunking the price barrier myth, and from conversations with 
experts in the field who encouraged messaging to center on convenience, experience, selection, 
and seasonality, the central message used in Market Match materials (“Fresh, Local…and 
Affordable”) could have been reframed. But as pointed out by Ms. Wolnik, messaging around 
affordability might be the most effective route, because most people that fall in an EBT 
campaign’s target audience will never have come to a market before and wouldn’t have seen 
high prices (Wolnik, personal conversation, April 2, 2010).  The argument goes, “why plant the 
seed in someone’s mind, if the idea might not be there in the first place.” Although studies have 
shown that perception of higher prices play a role in whether an EBT customer will shop at a 
farmers’ market, (Slocum et al., 2009; Project for Public Spaces, 2008; Briggs et al., 2010), it 
would serve well to test these messages during a next phase of the program, and avoid 
magnifying an issue if it was not necessarily an issue to begin with. 
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Branding/Identity 
Particularly during the economic recession, “customers are looking for a real sense of 
experience,” before purchasing, and “retailers are working hard to recreate that emotional feeling 
again” (Rosenbloom, 2010; DeCarlo & Franck, 2005).  The recommendations section will 
discuss possible entry points for building strategies that reach beyond the CFM’s core 
constituents. The strategies will look to differentiate the Carrboro Farmers’ Market brand from 
local competitors like Weaver Street Market, Harris Teeter, or Food Lion, which run traditional 
cash, and merchant card transactions by emphasizing its positive relationship-building attributes, 
convenient shopping experience and an environment that reflects diverse community values. As 
anyone who has visited a farmer’s market can attest to, the shopping experience at a market is a 
unique experience from the moment you enter until the moment you leave.  
Evaluation 
The program has been fortunate to work with a team of dedicated graduate students and 
professionals to evaluate the program.  These volunteers have designed and implemented 
surveys, conducted interviews and ultimately used this information to provide an analysis of the 
program. With more time and funding, the data and surveys could be part of an integrated effort 
to examine purchasing preferences and potential deterrents to shopping at the Carrboro Farmers’ 
Market. One of the more difficult aspects of marketing is to measure its impact. The program 
evaluation so far has looked at growth in number of unique customers (Credit/Debit and EBT), 
frequency of visits, average amounts spent, and increase in spending. Additionally, coordinators 
and volunteers have taken notes and documented qualitative data during market hours, and 
conducted informal interviews with customers. Related quantitative and qualitative research that 
has been conducted to date is presented in the Analysis section that follows.  
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Results and Market Analysis: 
Of those that had heard of the program, 20% knew from word-of-mouth (Greene & Barker, 
2010). If the survey were to be implemented multiple times throughout the course of the 
campaign, its results could provide a useful tool for evaluating the communications campaign. If 
respondents continue to indicate that they were informed about the campaign through word of 
mouth, then perhaps a bus campaign (as indicated in Nelson’s 2010 study) may not the most 
effective advertising route, but instead word-of-mouth or print campaigns are.  
The following section provides an overview of program results, market trends, token 
redemption rates, and customer growth to date for Credit, Debit and EBT communications 
campaign. Jacob Rosch, a market research analyst and market volunteer, provided baseline data 
analysis regarding customer usage of the program, including shopping frequency and spending 
patterns. The CFM program has had success with credit/debit sales (83% of program sales have 
been credit/debit) and has the opportunity to capitalize on the interest in credit/debit convenience 
for customers and a new form of revenue for farmers. With DSS efforts to increase Orange 
County SNAP participation rates, the market has an opportunity to capture a greater amount of 
SNAP spending. The number of unique SNAP customers increased by over 22% in the 2nd 
month and SNAP recipients came to the CFM more often than credit customers (1.6 versus 1.3 
times per month). Hence, the team expects that a social marketing campaign, further incentives 
and workshops will encourage repeat attendance, familiarity with the CFM and with new foods, 
and greater consumption of fruits and vegetables.  
Since the data analysis on the program shows that 41% of total EBT sales occur during the 
Wednesday market, possibly due to public transit available mid-week, childcare assistance, and 
work schedules located in the downtown vicinity, the team would plan to target midweek 
66 
daytime SNAP customers, survey barriers among recipients, as well as make visible 
transportation options to the Saturday market if it were to develop a social marketing campaign.  
Overall Trends (May 1st, 2010 –August 14, 2010): 
• As of May 1,st the program has brought in over $30,736 in Credit, Debit and EBT sales. 
(EBT sales have totaled $5,098, while Credit, Debit have totaled $25,638.) 
• 967 unique cards were used (176 EBT; 791 Credit) 
• The program was used 1,319 times (281 EBT, 1038 Credit) 
o EBT customers came more frequently than Credit customers. 1.6 times on 
average, versus 1.3 times per credit customer (but the team has no way to control 
for credit customers who use multiple cards).  
 
• The number of unique SNAP customers increased over the first month by more than 22% 
in the second month of running the program (Rosch, 2010)   
• EBT customers were among the fastest growing segment of the farmer’s market clientele. 
Since May, half of the SNAP customers returned to the CFM more than once, and one in 
ten (11%) used their EBT benefits at the CFM four or more times (Rosch, 2010). 
• SNAP customers at CFM have described their feeling about being able to increase 
purchases of fruits and vegetables: Clay Hudson, for example, wasn’t a “fresh foods 
guy,” but now “started to buy a lot more with my EBT card,” and is “more of a fresh food 
guy” (Hudson, personal communication, June 12, 2010). 
• SNAP customers were surveyed on site and when asked,“ How much does the token 
system contribute to your decision to spend money, 22% responded, “very much” 
(Greene & Barker, survey conducted on July 10, 2010).  
• Between May 1st, 2010 and August 14th, 2010, EBT customers shopped at the market 
more frequently than Credit and Debit customers: 1.6 times on average, versus 1.3 times 
per Credit customer.  
• Eighty-five percent of customers identified themselves as Caucasian, 3% as African-
American, 6% as Asian, 2% as Latino, and 4% as Other (Greene & Barker, survey 
conducted on July 10, 2010).   
• EBT users come more frequently on Wednesdays than Credit users.  
• Per customer, EBT users have spent more on Wednesdays than credit users. 
• Credit users tend to spend more per visit ($25 vs. $18), but EBT customers come more 
frequently (1.6 vs. 1.3). As a result, the spending per customer is much closer ($32 vs. 
$29). In fact, in June EBT customers outspent credit customers ($31 vs. $32). 
• Median spending per visit is the same for EBT and Credit customers.  
• Since July, the number of returning EBT customers has surpassed the number of new 
EBT customers. 
• Among Credit users, the majority of customers are new customers each month. 
 
Demographics of SNAP Recipients  
“The EBT program has allowed me greater access to quality, local food. I often wanted to buy 
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food at the farmers market, but before having EBT access on-site, I would settle for organic 
options at Harris Teeter. However, the fact that the food is coming from a local farmer who uses 
sustainable practices is the most important moral question for me, and access to this market 
really only comes from the Farmers market. I have tremendously benefitted from the EBT 
program at the market and the matching program allowed me to experiment and try new products 
I had not before. Ian Smith-Overman, Americorps Volunteer, 24, Chapel Hill, N.C.  
 
Nutrition incentive programs, like the Carrboro Farmers’ Market Match Program, looked 
to draw new SNAP customers into the market and cultivate relationships with those people so 
that they would eventually become established “market enthusiasts.” Recent examples of similar 
nutrition incentive programs include the New York City GreenMarket Health Buck voucher 
program and the Wholesome Wave Foundation “Double Value Coupon Program.” These 
programs are proving successful in attracting new customers to farmers’ markets.  
The Credit, Debit and EBT program is well-positioned for growth. The program targets 
Orange County SNAP recipients but covers a wider geographic scope that includes Chatham, 
Wake, Cabarrus, Mecklenburg, and Camden counties, which are among the State’s fastest 
growing population centers (North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management Population 
Growth 2009 Provisional County Population Estimates, 2010) (See Figure 3.3). According to a 
2010 NC Food and Nutrition Services Report, over 9,000 county residents participate in SNAP 
and the number of SNAP-eligible residents has grown by over 14% from 2005 to 2010, 
mirroring the downturn in the economy. Among the 2,3332 SNAP households in Orange county, 
37% were white, 52% African American, 8% Asian, 2% bi-racial, and .25% Latino (U.S. 
Census, 2008). However, according to a 2010 CFM survey, the CFM customer base roughly 
consists of 85% white, 3% African American, 6% Asian and 2% Latino. Although the census 
data measures SNAP populations while the CFM survey did not ask if participants used EBT or 
Credit/Debit, the comparison serves to show that the CFM serves a predominantly white 
customer base.  
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Demographic Trends 
• Demographic data from 2008 highlights that 22% of Orange County’s population is non-
white and has a median age of 31.02. Orange and Chatham County are two of 13 North 
Carolina counties that have experienced a population growth of over 21.2% since 2000 
(North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management Population Growth 2000-2009, 
2010) (see Figure 3.10). 
• According to the latest North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services Food 
and Nutrition Services Participation Report, Orange County has the second lowest SNAP 
participation rate of all N.C. counties. Only 35.53% of the eligible population participates 
in SNAP (North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services FNS Participation, 
2010).  
• Between 2008 and 2009, Orange County had the second highest annual economic growth 
as compared to other state counties (North Carolina Office of State Budget and 
Management Population Growth 2000-2009, 2010). 
• According to April Morgan, Outreach Coordinator at North Carolina Food and Nutrition 
Services, FNS participation rates are based on poverty statistics from the 2000 Census 
and will likely rise when numbers are updated in early 2011. Many Department of Social 
Service employees believe that Orange County’s low participation rate is due to the 
students at UNC-Chapel Hill, and that a lot of the students are considered low-income 
households according to the U.S. Census, though most of them are not technically low-
income because they are still considered dependents and have support from their 
families.  Based on Ms. Morgan’s conversations with several county DSS offices, SNAP 
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recipients indicate that Food Lion, Wal-Mart, and Family Dollar are popular places to use 
EBT cards (Morgan, personal conversation, August 17, 2010). 
With one of the state’s lowest participations rates but with one of generating economic 
centers, local Orange County businesses have the potential to capitalize on federal SNAP dollars. 
Chatham County, with high annual economic impact, and high population growth and low 
participation rates, and Orange County, with over 21.2% population growth since 2000, high 
economic impact and non-white demographics can increase participation rates through greater 
outreach and education. High non-participation rates among the Hispanic population may be due 
to language barriers, concerns about immigration status or work schedules (USDA Food and 
Nutrition Service 2009; Briggs et al., 2010, p. 13). Applications for food assistance require 
people to provide proof of eligibility, including multiple forms of documentation, and 
information such as social security numbers or residency status, which some individuals might 
not have. Greater education and improved outreach to people who are likely eligibility for SNAP 
would potentially increase participation rates. There are opportunities for stronger partnerships 
between FNS offices and local farmers’ markets to develop streamlined communication 
campaigns and coordinated outreach efforts to increase SNAP recipients access to local fresh 
food.  
 Table 3.1 presents data on the central counties covered by the geographic reach of the Credit, 
Debit and EBT program. While the program mainly targets residents of Orange County, it has 
seen SNAP customers travel from as far as Fayetteville, North Carolina to redeem SNAP 
benefits at the farmers’ market. The Food Research and Action Center’s data presents a County-
by County Review of SNAP participation levels. Eligibility for SNAP is based on a number of 
factors, including income and resources, but as of July 1st, 2010 North Carolina no longer uses 
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the resource limit test for most households. Residents may qualify for SNAP benefits even if 
they own a home, car, land, property, have money in the bank or have a retirement plan 
(FNS4NC, 2010). To qualify, a family’s gross income may not exceed 130% of the federal 
poverty guidelines (FPG), which is $28,665 annually for a family of four or $2,289/month. The 
federal guidelines (FPG) are used to determine an individual’s eligibility for government 
assistance programs such as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). These 
levels are based on household size and income (FNS4NC, 2010; Nelson, 2010). 
  
Table 3.1 
SNAP Recipients and the Percentage of Population Below 125% of the Federal Poverty 
Level (North Carolina)  
Source: Food Research and Action Center County-by-County Review of SNAP/Food Stamp 
Participation, 2010 
 
County           SNAP   Percent of Pop   Pop Under     Percent of Pop    Ratio of Recip. 
            Recipients      on SNAP             125% FPL     Under 125%       to Pop Under    
                                                                                             FPL                 125% FPL 
Orange  7,962   6%  21,485   18.6%           .37 
Chatham 4,235   6% 10,617    17.6%                      .40 
Alamance 17,382            11%       30,293               21.5%                      .57 
Durham 28,124            10%       46,785               19.2%                      .60 
Wake   57,519   6% 95,683                11.9%                     .60 
Cumberland    48,613                        15%      62,030                21.3%                     .78 
 
Figure 3.10
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With future social marketing efforts, the program expects to see an increase in non-white 
participants though increased access to the farmers’ market for Orange County SNAP 
participants. SNAP recipients, according to a recent study conducted in North Carolina, report 
that being unable to use EBT is a primary deterrent to shopping at farmers’ markets (Nelson, 
2010; Winch, 2008; Briggs et al., 2010). The program’s use of incentive programming for 
example has seen positive outcomes; the amount of SNAP benefits at the CFM has grown 
steadily with available Match incentives (Rosch, 2010). The number of unique SNAP customers 
increased by over 22% in the 2nd month and SNAP recipients came to the CFM more often than 
credit customers (1.6 versus 1.3 times per month).  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Part III: Recommendations, Future Research, and Resources 
 
“I’ve been coming to the market for over eight years. Now that I can spend my EBT benefits at 
the market, I spend more than 85% of them here. Because of Market Match, I’ve been able to 
make my money stretch a lot more than before.” Laurel Raposa, 63, Chapel Hill, N.C.  
Part I: Messaging 
Recommendation: 
Segment the target market and reframe messaging. Promote greater market-driven and values-
based approaches to future communications planning. 
 The Carrboro Farmers’ Market is centrally located in Carrboro, in an easy-to access, 
public location. Its public presence allows it to easily project a friendlier image to target 
customers with the use of signage, banners, music, and events that appeal to those people.  More 
strategic marketing efforts by vendors to reach those customers as well.  For example, the market 
has the potential to attract communities that live in peripheral areas of Carrboro and Chapel Hill, 
like the Karen and Latino communities, and the many low-income housing projects adjacent to 
the CFM. The thought is to make a concerted effort to incorporate relevant communications 
messages focusing on the cultural values of these immigrant communities.  Although, one of the 
major lessons-learned, is that the team does not have enough information about what deters 
people, particularly minorities, from shopping at the CFM. It would have benefited the team 
greatly to have conducted a short survey of each Market Match customer or of customers ho 
haven’t yet visited the market. For example, the survey could have asked questions about 
customers’ familiarity with the Market, if they were a first-time shopper, their ethnic 
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background, and how they heard about the program. There would certainly be some challenges 
to surveying EBT customers, in particular the fact that we are trying to create a welcoming 
environment at the market by making people feel included.  A survey of a specific population 
could, instead, alienate them because of feeling singled out.  From an informal assessment of 
EBT customers, many, if not the majority, are low-income Caucasians. It would be important to 
evaluate over time if the campaign has been successful in reaching a larger number of African 
American, Asian, Latino and other ethnicities.  
 A second phase of the Truck Bucks marketing campaign could have a two-pronged 
approach. It emphasizes the market-based benefits of purchasing food locally and could 
incorporate an “emotional truth component.” Apart from one message in the press release (See 
Appendix B), marketing materials did not include messaging around the economic benefits of 
local food, nor did they engage in emotional messaging.  The “emotional truth” or truth(s) is an 
approach that social marketers use to explain is the drivers that lead consumers to make 
purchases by the experiences that bind us together and make us human (Woo, 2009). Since 
people’s subconscious drivers vary by culture, nationality, environment and life experience, 
using emotional appeals can be an effective way to design a communications plan to target 
diverse communities.  The recent marketing campaign run by the North Carolina Food and 
Nutrition Service stresses the instrumental economic impact of eating locally through its 
messaging and emotional truth component through its use of images of families and children. Its 
website and marketing materials reinforce the community benefits of eating locally: “For every 
one dollar you spend of your EBT benefits, $1.87 goes back to the local economy,” while its 
forceful use of images of shopping bags with $16 worth of groceries (the least amount of 
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monthly benefits you can receive with SNAP) or grandparents with their grandchildren, 
combines an emotional and instrumental approach to the benefits of eating locally effectively. i 
Recommendation  
1. Prepare market research on Orange County SNAP demographics 
2. Test messages and framing based on emotional-truths. Specifically stress community-
building attributes in campaign messaging. 
3. Design Images and branding based on messaging results; test imagery with target 
audiences.  
DeCarlo and Franck’s (2005) research on consumer-perceptions of place-based foods 
highlights how consumers associate local food with better tasting and healthier food. If 
associations with local food have been shown to be positive, as have attitudes and behaviors 
towards local food, it is the environment of farmers’ markets that require further research as well 
as efforts to engage communities to feel comfortable shopping there. Creating this link requires 
greater partnerships between researchers, marketers, community leaders and service providers. 
Future research should look at the spectrum of different attitudes and behaviors as they relate to 
different types of market environments and different types of demographics. 
 One of the values-driven marketing messages that were not included in the Truck Buck 
campaign was a focus on concepts of “inclusion” and “buy-in.” For example, an Orange County 
analysis on refugee arrivals indicates that there has been a 921%time period? increase in the 
number of refugees from Burma, Bhutan, Iraq, and Iran (Orange County Refugee Health Arrival 
Trends, 2005). Because the majority of Carrboro and Chapel Hill’s Latino and Southeast Asian 
immigrants have moved here in the last five years, most are in their first years of social 
                                                      
i See website for more examples: http://www.fns4nc.org/ 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integration and lack basic English-language skills, but may be used to shopping at markets. 
Therefore, a well-positioned campaign would frame its messaging around welcoming these 
communities to a new home (the farmers’ market), and would rely heavily on photographs and 
graphics over language to communicate the program’s intentions.  
As for the large Latino population, the Town of Carrboro’s Economic and Community 
Development website notes that over 2,000 Latinos live in Carrboro, a 936% increase from 1996 
(Town of Carrboro Economic and Community Development, 2000). The town of Carrboro is 
often recognized for its tight-knit community and welcoming atmosphere, but many of its 
newcomers live in peripheral areas, in trailers and poor housing complexes marginalized by 
highway bypasses and woods. And while 35% of households in Carrboro make more than 
$50,000 a year, over thirty percent earn less than $20,000 (Town of Carrboro Economic and 
Community Development, 2000). The town’s high student, immigrant and low-income 
population are in stark contrast to its wealthier community of residents, creating a unique socio-
cultural environment. 
An emotional –truth approach, reminding potential customers that the CFM is their “new 
home for food,” “just like your home market,” its “your market” “a place for family events and 
fun,” or a “place to invest in your health, your family and your community,” would emphasize 
the values-drive, emotional and market based benefits to shopping at the farmers’ market. 
(DeCarlo, 2005; Delind, 2005; Gasteyer e al., 2008). With more images of people from diverse 
ethnic backgrounds, coupled with simple messages around convenience, community, and value, 
the CFM could potentially project a perception of authenticity and have applied the effective 
drivers that resonate among this segment of consumers to make purchases (Woo, 2009). 
76 
 It will require professional market research to successfully brand the CFM so that 
audiences other than its core customers perceive it as authentic. While the Truck Buck logo is a 
highly attractive, catchy logo, it is difficult to evaluate if its stylistic imagery resonates among 
diverse demographics. Without a better understanding of attitudes and behaviors of local, low-
income eligible and participating populations, it is challenging to gauge if the Truck Buck brand 
has been authentically positioned or if it will build positive impressions over time. One could 
picture an image of the Truck Buck campaign targeting Latinos, with messages about how eating 
more fruits and vegetables prevents future costs to the doctor; with images of a Hispanic family, 
or messaging around “your market,” or “your community.”  
Recommendation 
Target Mission-driven consumers. 
The campaign has enormous potential to capitalize on its “core” group of customers in 
order to grow and develop a sustainable business model for the program. One in seven customers 
are currently Credit and Debit customers and over 83% of total purchases to date have been 
made with Credit and Debit cards since the program began on May 1st. Many of Carrboro’s 
long-time residents’ civic-mindedness has been shaped over the decades, and guides their 
purchasing behavior, shapes their consumer attitudes, and ensures that most food they buy is 
higher quality or ethical (DePelsmacker, 2005). Several customers have paid farmers at the CFM 
money to offset the cost of the Credit Card processing fees that vendors absorb, and stands 
testament to customers’ willingness to pay higher prices and invest time to purchase food they 
believe is produced using socially acceptable production methods (Gasteyer, 2008).  
 While the campaign has shied away from extensively promoting the Credit and Debit 
option because of the processing fees associated with it, and because of the comfort level 
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vendors associate with cash, it would be well worth investing time and effort to conduct further 
research on the potential revenue growth if more efforts would be made to promote the Credit, 
Debit option. Through word of mouth, which often starts with some kind of promotional 
message and from the influence of others (Sinclair, personal communication, September 13, 
2010), which often determines consumers’ attitudes (Sinclair & Miller, 2009), new customers 
could potentially increase their spending. A civic-minded ethos that permeates much of the 
purchasing behavior of Carrboro’s old-guard residents, could be capitalized upon. Since civic-
mindedness has shaped consumer attitudes over several decades, many consumers already 
perceive the CFM food as higher quality and ethically produced (DePelsmacker, 2005). Rosch’s 
market analysis of the Credit, Debit and EBT program found that among Credit card users, the 
majority are new customers each month (Rosch, 2010). The team can increase the frequency 
with which Credit Card users shop at the market, but this finding highlights the already-
established comfort level with using Credit Cards at the CFM, and large customer population of 
Credit Card customers.  
Recommendation  
Provide customer satisfaction without over promising or under delivering. 
Market coordinators and volunteers have documented that customers often become 
overwhelmed if they are told every minute detail about the program when they approach the 
information booth. Instead, customers’ attitudes seem to respond positively when explaining the 
program as “easy and straightforward,” with an emphasis on a simple 1, 2, 3 process: 1) Swipe 
your card 2) Receive Tokens 3) Spend them at Vendor Booths. Information about rules and 
procedures that are as straightforward as possible, with simple language, and use of icons to 
demonstrate the process (see website page, “About”) would be an effective way to address the 
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central deterrents, principally, the perception that the market experience is inconvenient, and that 
it requires a greater amount of time than a supermarket, or that it is uncomfortable.  
Recommendation 
 The Credit, Debit and EBT Team refers to EBT and SNAP while the NC FNS Team 
exclusively mentions FNS benefits in its marketing materials.  The FNS made great strides to 
remove any stigma associated with food stamps by renaming the program to the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program. Many people believe that EBT itself is food stamps, when in fact 
is the debit technology used to access SNAP benefits others call the entire program FNS (Food 
and Nutrition Service). Clearly state agencies need to work more closely with farmers’ markets 
so that markets use the same terminology that state and federal agencies are using. The Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market partnered with April Morgan, the North Carolina Food and Nutrition Outreach 
Coordinator, to increase participation rates in Orange and Chatham County by distributing 
information at the CFM on participation-eligibility. It would be of advantage for both the CFM 
and NC FNS to formally partner on any marketing and outreach efforts in order to streamline 
efforts and provide consistent framing and messaging for future communications campaigns.  
Part II: Using Market Data 
In general, the way in which the Credit, Debit and EBT customer sales and redemption 
figures have been used to-date has been mostly descriptive. In moving forward, the project can 
begin applying the market research that has been conducted in a way that can drive the market 
(Rosch, personal conversation, August 17, 2010).  
 For Credit card customers the program is beginning to collect enough longitudinal data 
that it can begin to parse out which cards belong to which people. Is this card a high spending, 
low frequency customer or a low spending, high frequency customer?  For example, a 3 x 3 
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matrix can be developed in the future where people are placed by their rate of return, spending 
amount, and time of visit (Rosch, personal conversation, August 17, 2010). Future research can 
look at what events influence their frequency, how individuals be moved from one cell to 
another, and which cells are the most malleable (Rosch, personal conversation, August 17, 
2010).  
As for EBT customers, the Program has been successful in getting them to return to the 
CFM. Another goal would be to get as many people to come to the market as possible, in 
addition to increasing frequency. The incentive structure is currently designed to encourage 
people to return (Rosch, personal communication, August 2010). There is potential, according to 
the data available and analysis conducted by one market researcher, that if the Program were to 
use different incentives (e.g., a referral reward, limit on how many times a customer can get 
market match, coupons or other direct marketing) that the number of EBT customers shopping at 
the CFM would increase. Rosch suggests continuing to refine the current data analysis to 
determine a true "market spend" (e.g., control for multiple cards & multiple uses of a single 
card); develop benchmarks for return frequency & spending levels; develop clearer goals for 
EBT customer use; and begin to link income & expenditure data (e.g., surveys, marked tokens, 
review farmer income data).  
Suggestions for Streamlining Program Administration:  
• Conduct an assessment of public transportation service and ease with which customers can 
access the CFM or barriers they find when using public transportation to get to the CFM. 
• Challenges with Leadership: The CFM Credit, Debit, EBT Team has not had clear leadership 
at every point of program implementation. Since multiple stakeholders and partners have 
been key players in its success: RAFI-USA, Leaflight, HPDP and the CFM Board of 
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Directors it has been a challenge to develop a strategic plan for the program that addresses 
issues of financial sustainability, nutrition access, promotion and outreach and 
communication. Build a team with oversight, specific roles and responsibilities for the 
program. Transition away from short-term volunteers to six-twelve month commitments 
from volunteers.   
• To prevent consumer confusion, either create a one-token system, or do not brand future 
Credit, Debit and EBT campaigns around a token. In branding around the $5 Credit, Debit 
Truck Buck token, the program plays up the $5 tokens and minimizes the EBT token. Ideally, 
all vendors would participate in a Credit, Debit and EBT program and the need to provide 
program signage would not be necessary since all vendors would be participating in the 
program.  
• Increase number of vendors who accept EBT, Credit and Debit. The overall goal of the 
program should be to have 100% vendor participation so that no customer is told that they 
cannot use their tokens at a vendor booth.  
• Integrate use of EBT card icon into marketing materials; Many EBT programs use EBT cards 
in most if not all of their campaign materials and literature, but the Carrboro Farmers’ Market 
Truck Bucks campaign did not integrate the image. Instead the campaign was branded 
around the token. This has the potential to create confusion, or not provide the necessary 
information an EBT customer would need to recognize that he or she could use their card at 
the CFM.  
• If future Market Match money were to be secured, implement a survey to gauge purchasing 
preferences and demographics of EBT customers. 
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• As mentioned in the recent “Linking SNAP Recipients to Farmers Markets” publication, it is 
important to “foster a market environment that is welcoming to diverse cultures.” The 
Farmers Market Coalition and the Community Food Security Coalition suggest creating 
incentives, and involving neighborhood residents.  
• Begin charging a flat convenience fee for every Credit and Debit transaction to cover 
administrative costs of the program. 
• Work with team of Business students from Keenan-Flagler School of Business STAR 
(Student Teams Achieving Results), to conduct a Case Study on the Credit, Debit and EBT 
Program. The Team could be asked to build a competitive and susaintable business model 
and project revenue growth for vendors.  
• Among many of the Community Food Security Coalition and the Farmers Market Coalition’s 
final recommendations in its report, “Real Food: Real Choice: Connecting SNAP Recipients 
with Farmers Markets,” is to develop an organized effort to share lessons-learned among 
farmers’ markets to foster a better understanding of farmers’ market SNAP strategies for 
different types of markets (Briggs et al., 2010, p.43). This effort should include a central 
repository for markets to access examples of materials for marketing nutrition access 
programs and successful lessons-learned. At this time, most markets are learning as they go, 
or calling or visiting other markets to gather a better sense of how to market, promote and 
implement Credit, Debit and EBT programs. Moving towards online platforms and greater 
efforts towards online marketing provides an ideal environment for markets to promote their 
beneficial unique shopping experience at a low-cost. Similar to the Healthy Food Hub 
example proposed by Project for Public Spaces, future markets could one day remove the 
inconvenience factor by providing customers with a real-live video feed of “what’s at market 
82 
today.” Some customers could purchase their goods ahead of time, or pay for services to 
conduct the purchasing for them, or could see what kind of health and nutrition services were 
being provided at the Market hub that day.  
• Hold workshop with Darlene Wolnik and CFM vendors on history, growth, possible growth 
opportunities, and challenges encountered with Credit, Debit and EBT programs. The CFM 
Credit, Debit and EBT Team has found that one of the barriers to developing a larger-scale 
program is vendor-buy in. By inviting an “expert” in EBT programs to lead a discussion, the 
CFM Team would expect that many worries would be aired and fears dispelled.  
• Develop greater brand loyalty to the Carrboro Farmers’ Market through multimedia website. 
The New York Markets’ Snap to Market Website, suggests that customers make note of their 
favorite vendors so that their following visits are more convenient. It also points out certain 
hours that customers will find more comfortable because of less foot traffic or higher quality 
food. Although the Carrboro Farmers’ Market prefers not to show preference toward one 
vendor over another, it could incorporate similar “Tips” for shopping at the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market, which would develop greater customer brand loyalty.  
http://www.snaptomarket.com/experience.php 
Future Research 
1) As Hoyer & MacInnis explain, values shape purchasing behavior but don’t guarantee 
purchase. Therefore, research needs to go beyond looking at customer values and begin 
investigating the missing “x” factor that determines if a customer will make a final 
product purchase, if they will close the attitude-behavior gap. Research on deterrents and 
facilitators to shopping at farmers’ markets should look at environmental, social and 
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psychological factors in greater depth. Is price an issue or price perception? Need to 
survey people who don’t come to market but are in target audience.  
2) Studies are needed that go beyond surveying for baseline information; they could begin 
looking at ‘distance elasticity’ perhaps – or the willingness for customers to travel to a 
market to purchase higher quality food.  Fair trade coffee studies discussed in this paper 
(DePelsmacker et al. (2005) refer to the price premiums or the “price elasticity” 
consumers are willing to pay (McClusky & Loureiro, 2003) as indicators of consumers’ 
expression of appreciation for a higher quality or sustainably produced product. Studies 
centered on farmers’ market produce have surveyed baseline information of respondents 
at markets to better understand the distance customers have traveled, their purchasing 
preferences and demographics.  Ethnographic studies, focus groups and a greater number 
journalistic stories on the diverse ethnic food cultures and expanding number of markets, 
will be able to bridge the current divide between two environments: structured, sterile 
supermarkets, colorful rowdy corner stores and farmers’ markets largely seen as white 
“boutique” spaces. As the author of this project sees it, a greater effort needs to be taken 
to bring the bodega and tienda culture into the farmers’ markets’ basket.  
3) Strengthen research on farmers’ market consumer behavior by better understanding 
supermarket customers. This project would have benefited from a stronger foundation in 
literature from consumer behavior analyses from the supermarket industry. Nonetheless, 
the public health sector and local food advocates could benefit from better informing 
themselves on the research coming from “Industry.” Food marketers from the world’s 
largest food producers have spent extensive amounts of money and time into their 
sophisticated campaigns. Research that compares local food campaigns with corporate 
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industry food marketing campaigns would be useful in better identifying how messages 
are being framed to different audiences, and why farmers’ markets might not be 
“speaking the right language.”  
4) Future research successfully branded local food campaigns and farmers’ market nutrition 
access programs. How did the fair trade movement develop into a successful brand? How 
can the local food movement be branded in such a way as to be inclusive of all income 
levels and not be regarded as a privileged foodie movement? Research on how markets 
have succeeded in Europe in branding and marketing themselves in new socio-
economically disadvantaged towns, would be of particular relevance. Likewise, greater 
research is needed on similar examples of Healthy Food Hub-type enterprises that have 
developed successful business models, branding campaigns that have provided multiple 
resources (banking, parking, health, food) for communities. Although farmers’ markets 
don not all expect to follow this type of model, Healthy Food-type Hubs, are indicative of 
the types of services that markets should be located around and draw close to the market 
in order to be a successful market.  
5) Research on how farmers’ markets have constructed campaign messaging; rebranded 
their markets, and pushed back against the perception of a non welcoming, higher priced 
purchasing environment. As Nelson and the Oregon Food Bank studies underline, the 
perception of higher prices and inconvenience are embedded in many peoples’ psyches. 
A comprehensive research study that investigates people’s changing perspectives on 
farmers’ markets, and compares national buy-local farmers’ market campaigns (including 
marketing efforts for nutrition access efforts) would provide useful information on how 
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successful the local food movement has been in reforming peoples’ minds and voices that 
markets are not “boutiques” but for all people.  
Research for Potential Social Marketing Campaign 
1. Work with university researchers, community leaders, to develop a series of research 
questions to guide construction of project’s key messages. The findings of the research 
questions will be used to frame and construct the messaging for the campaign.  
2. Run a series of focus groups and on and off-market surveys to better understand purchasing 
behaviors, beliefs and cultural values as they related to food.  This stage would provide a 
qualitative understanding of purchasing preferences, behaviors and emotional truths that will 
inform the communications plan. A series of focus groups would be run with the market 
vendors and market manager. Graduate students, local researchers, or partner organizations 
would be asked to oversee and compile information from these meetings.  
3. Develop an interview guide that includes open-ended message-testing questions and looks at: 
comprehension and meaning; attention-getting; relevancy; believability and acceptability of 
messages.  
4. A second research component would involve a survey that would be implemented on-site and 
off-site that would incorporate quantitative and qualitative factors that would look at 
awareness of the market, frequency of shopping, geographic customer distribution, 
purchasing preferences, and barriers to shopping at the market.   
Stage Two:  
Develop key messages and test messages to see if they generate perceptions and 
behaviors that lead to support for program or lead to behavior change. Ask questions that look at 
whether the focus group participants understand the basic ideas behind the campaign, whether 
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they believe the message or are confused by it and whether they will follow its advice. Ideally 
the messages would be tested with gatekeepers such as parents, a policymaker and community 
leaders (Woo, 2009).  
We expect that the proposed social marketing campaign, incentives, and workshops will 
encourage repeat attendance, familiarity with the CFM and with new foods, and greater 
consumption of F&V. Since SNAP customers spent 13% more per hour on Wednesdays than 
Saturdays, despite Saturday’s increased size, we plan to target midweek daytime SNAP 
customers, survey barriers among recipients, as well as make visible transportation options to the 
Saturday Market.  Our data also shows, the highest percentage of sales for both Markets among 
SNAP recipients occur during the first hour of Market (Rosch, 2010). We aim to extend sales 
throughout the course of the Market and assess demographics and trends among SNAP shoppers.  
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Resources and Links 
General Information on SNAP/EBT 
Real Food, Real Choice: Connecting SNAP Recipients with Farmers’ Markets by Community 
Food Security Coalition & Farmers Market Coalition. Provides useful overview of SNAP/EBT 
implementation at farmers’ markets, on-the ground challenges and a set of policy 
recommendations: http://farmersmarketcoalition.org/real-food-real-choice/ 
 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) at Farmers’ Markets, A How-to-Handbook. 
USDA Agricultural Marketing Service and Project for Public Spaces: 
http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5085298&acct=wdmge
ninfo 
 
USDA Food and Nutrition Service Supplemental Assistance Program Frequently Asked 
Questions: http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/faqs.htm#10 
 
Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy, “WIC and SNAP 101- How do these Programs 
Work?” http://www.foodandsocietyfellows.org/digest/article/wic-snap-101-–-how-do-these-
programs-work  
 
FNS main page on SNAP/Food Stamps: www.fns.usda.gov/fsp/ 
 
Food Research and Action Center’s main page on SNAP: 
www.frac.org/html/actioncenters/fsindex.html 
 
FNS’s annual report “Characteristics  of SNAP/Food Stamp Households”: 
www.fns.usda.gov/ora/MENU/Published/snap/snapPartHH.htm 
 
Farmers’ Market EBT Project at Ecology Center provides useful insight on working with the 
press and provides program templates and guides. 
http://www.ecologycenter.org/ebt/ 
 
SNAP/Participation Data and Studies 
Annual FNS reports on state participation rates:  
http://www.fns.usda.gov/pd/SNAPmain.htm 
 
Monthly national and state SNAP/Food Stamp participation data: 
www.frac.org/html/federal_food_programs/programs/fspparticipation.html 
 
FNS Brief “Calculating the Food Stamp Program Access Index: A Step-by-Step 
Guide”:http://www.fns.usda.gov/ora/MENU/published/snap/FILES/OTHER/pai2006.pdf 
 
United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Library: 
http://ddr.nal.usda.gov/dspace/simple-search?query=food+stamps&submit.x=16&submit.y=5 
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United States Department of Agriculture Agricultural Research Service: 
http://www.ars.usda.gov/Services/docs.htm?docid=18352 
 
United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service, Food and Nutrition 
Assistance and Food Sector: 
http://www.ers.usda.gov/Browse/view.aspx?subject=FoodNutritionAssistance 
http://www.ers.usda.gov/Browse/view.aspx?subject=FoodSector 
 
SNAP/EBT Outreach and Marketing 
SNAP retail locator: http://snap-load-balancer-244858692.us-east-
1.elb.amazonaws.com/index.html 
 
FNS’s SNAP/Food Stamp Outreach Plan: 
http://www.fns.usda.gov/FSP/outreach/guidance/Outreach_Plan_Guidance.pdf 
 
FRAC’s Guide to SNAP/Food Stamp Outreach Collaborations:  
http://www.frac.org/html/news/fsp_guide2006.html 
 
Marketumbrella.org: http://marketumbrella.org/ and Marketumbrella SEED (quantitative) and 
NEED (qualitative) tools: http://www.marketumbrella.org/seed/seed_home.php 
http://www.marketumbrella.org/marketshare/users/login 
 
New York Farmers’ Market EBT Program SNAP-to-market website: 
http://www.snaptomarket.com/index.php 
 
Good Food Strategies LLC Strategic Communications 
http://www.goodfoodstrategies.com/services/strategic-communications 
 
Farmers Markets, U.S. Locates farmers’ markets in communities throughout the U.S.:  
http://www.culinate.com/mix 
 
Project for Public Spaces, insight on role of markets as “placemakers.” Provide useful trainings 
on developing successful markets and food access programs: http://www.pps.org/markets/ 
 
Project for Public Spaces, 2010 publication, “EBT at your Farmers’ Market: Seven Steps to 
Success,” has many examples of marketing materials from farmers’ markets: 
http://www.pps.org/pdf/SNAP%20EBT%20Book.p 
 
North Carolina SNAP/EBT Data  
Lists county-by-county SNAP 
statistics:http://frac.org/pdf/ny_times_snap_poverty_formatted.pdf 
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Most recent North Carolina Food and Nutrition Services Participation Reports (listed by county): 
http://www.ncdhhs.gov/dss/stats/docs/FNS_Participation_FFY2010_Q2.pdf 
 
North Carolina 2009 Demographic Estimates (by County): 
http://www.osbm.state.nc.us/ncosbm/facts_and_figures/socioeconomic_data/population_estimate
s/county_estimates.shtm 
 
Other SNAP data from NC DSS website: http://www.ncdhhs.gov/dss/stats/fsp.htm 
 
Average FNS Benefits per County: 
https://spreadsheets.google.com/pub?key=0Are2KeIPtj2ldE5xM2lEQ3NOM2pIMk0yLUtjejlPV
VE&output=html 
 
New, accessible Website to learn more about EBT eligibility and participation. Food and     
Nutrition Service Services North Carolina Website: www.fns4nc.org 
 
Multimedia and Information Graphics on Local Food, Farmers’ Markets and EBT Programs 
Good Magazine competition to design new token currency system 
http://www.good.is/post/project-foodstamps-and-farmers-markets/ 
 
Competition on food system models:http://challenge.bfi.org/application_summary/475 
 
Infographic on Local Multiplier Effect: http://www.yesmagazine.org/issues/go-local/the local-
multiplier-effect 
 
Food and Nutrition Infographics: http://awesome.good.is/transparency/web/0908/food-
assistance/flash.html 
 
http://www.designingthenews.com/2010/01/16/educational-food-and-drink-infographics/ 
 
Multimedia production by Mediastorm. Danny Wilcox Frazier’s “Driftless: Stories from 
Iowa” on industrial agriculture: http://www.mediastorm.com/publication/driftless-stories 
from-Iowa 
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Appendix C 
 
Marketing Materials 
Market Match Flier- English 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CORN, TOMATOES, ONIONS CUCUMBERS, ZUCCHINI, 
EGGPLANT, SQUASH, SWEET BELL PEPPERS AND HOT 
CAYENNE PEPPERS, CILANTRO, BASIL AND OTHER 
FRESH HERBS, MELONS, STRAWBERRIES, LETTUCES, 
BROCCOLI, CARROTS, TURNIPS, RADISHES, BLUEBER-
RIES, APPLES, PEACHES, PLUMS, GRAPES, WHOLE 
WHEAT FLOUR, CORNMEAL, SAVORY BREADS, SWEET 
BREADS, CINNAMON ROLES, TORTES, MUFFINS, BIS-
CUITS, DOUGHNUTS, PICKLES, JAMS, CHUTNEYS, PIES, 
HUMMUS, YOGURT, GOAT CHEESE, COW CHEESES AND 
MOZZARELLAS, EGGS, PORK, CHICKEN, BEEF, LAMB, 
GOAT, AND BUFFALO AND MUCH MUCH MORE!
WEDNESDAYS
3:30 - 6:30 PM
SATURDAYS
7 AM - NOON
FRESH, LOCAL AND NOW EVEN MORE CONVENIENT & AFFORDABLE.
USE YOUR EBT, DEBIT OR CREDIT CARD AT THE MARKET!
JUST ONE MORE WAY THE MARKET IS NOURISHING OUR NEIGHBORS.
REDEEM YOUR SNAP BENEFITS FOR TRUCK BUCK TOKENS.
(ACCEPTED BY MOST MARKET VENDORS)
INTRODUCING TRUCK BUCKS
MARKET MATCH
COME TO THE MARKET, SWIPE YOUR EBT CARD AT OUR WELCOME
TENT AND WE'LL MATCH YOU UP TO $20 FOR EVERY MARKET VISIT.
BRING IN THIS COUPON TO REDEEM OUR MARKET MATCH OFFER.
while supplies last
$20 EBT
$20 FREE
market match
$40
to spend at the market
on fresh food!
CARRBORO TOWN COMMONS, NEXT TO CARRBORO TOWN HALL AT 301 WEST MAIN STREET. 
PLENTY OF PARKING ON SITE. PUBLIC BUS LINES THAT STOP NEARBY,
INCLUDING THE CW, F, AND J ROUTES. WWW.TOWNOFCHAPELHILL.ORG/TRANSIT
this project is made possible with the generous support of rafi-usa
????????????????????????????????????????????
Photos by Jackie Helvey
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Market Match Flier- Spanish 
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Bus Poster  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TRUCK BUCKS
$20 EBT
$20 FREE
market match
$40
to spend at the market
on fresh food!
ANOTHER WAY THE CARRBORO FARMERS MARKET
IS NOURISHING OUR NEIGHBORS!
????????????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????
JUST GOT EVEN EASIER. SEE YOU AT THE MARKET.
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ?????????????????????????????????????????????
????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????????? ??? ???????????????? ??????????
??????????
??????????????
?????????
???????????
swipe your debit, credit or ebt card at the welcome tent and 
shop for fresh, local goods and produce with truck buck tokens. 
we'll match ebt users up to $20 every market visit.
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Appendix D 
Programmatic Materials 
Customer Token Cheat Sheet 
 
 
Vendor Token Cheat Sheet 
 
 
102 
 
Example of Farmers’ Market Tokens participating in the Leaflight/21st Century Farmers Market 
Program 
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Informational Graphic & Vendor Map 
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“Ask me About Truck Bucks” Apron 
 
 
Coroplast Signs 
 
 
 
Welcome Booth 
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Appendix E 
Quantitative and Qualitative Surveys; Customer Feedback 
 
I. Market Surveys  
Five strategies/methods were suggested for gathering data about the new token system and 
market for the summer of 2010 season proposed by Liz Greene and Kate Barker in April 2010. 
Survey #1 has implemented, the Market Poster Board Survey, a total number of three times. 
Questions number five and six were removed as they were asked in a previous survey 
implemented before the start of the Credit, Debit and EBT program. Questions are as follows: 
 
1a.  Market Poster board Survey 
• Objective: Capture trend in market use 
• Methodology 
• Participants – Any market customer who agrees to participate 
• Mode – Poster board with sticker distribution 
• Where data collected – one location in market 
• Frequency (when collected): First collection scheduled for April 24th, again in 
October 
• Data collectors required – Three volunteers to recruit participants and ask questions, 
hand out stickers 
• Mode – Flip chart or poster with questions printed on it, stickers 
• Limitations – may cause socially-desirable responses 
• Questions: 
1. What is your zip code?  
2. Is this your first time at the market? (No, Yes) 
3. How did you hear about the market? (Advertisement, word of mouth, saw it, radio, 
other) 
4. How did you get to the market? (Walk, Car, Bike, Bus, Other) 
5. How much money do you plan on spending today? ($1-$5, $6-$10, $11-$20, $21-
$30, More) 
6. If you could use your credit/debit/EBT card, would you be able to buy more today? 
(Or would you prefer to use it to cash?) 
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7. Have you heard of the new token system? (No, Yes) 
 
2b.  Token User Trends Sheet (to be implemented): 
• Objective: Measure the trend in proportion of new to returning token users over the 
course of the summer 
• Methodology (how) 
• Participants – All token users  (new and returning) 
• Mode – Paper with sticker distribution or other method of tracking (i.e. columns with 
dash marks to keep count, etc) 
• Where data collected – At token table as tokens are distributed 
• Frequency (when collected) – Every week until October 
• Data collectors required – Token staff  
• Materials required – Paper with “new user/returning user” printed at top, stickers or 
pen 
• Question (asked by token staff to each person receiving tokens):  
‐ Is this your first time using tokens? (Yes, No)  
 
3c.  Debit/credit/Market Match Individual Survey (to be implemented): 
• Objective: Measure token-user satisfaction and basic demographic data of these users 
• Methodology (how) 
• Participants – Any first-time token user who agrees to participate  
• Mode – Paper-based survey 
• Where data collected – At token table before or while receiving tokens 
• Frequency (when collected) – Every week until October 
• Data collectors required 
• Materials required – surveys, pens/pencils, box for completed surveys, clipboards 
• Potential challenges – without incentives, people may not want to fill out post-shopping 
survey; no way of knowing for sure if first time participant (especially for post-shopping 
survey if there is an incentive); may be too long; may hold up token line   
• Questions:  
1. What is your zip code? 
2. How did you get here? (Walk, Bike, Car, Bus, Taxi, Other) 
3. Is this your first time to the Carrboro Farmer’s Market? (Yes, No) 
4. How did you hear about the new token system? (Flyer on bus, flyer in community, 
friend, community center, at market, church…?) 
5. Age 
6. Sex (Male, Female) 
7. Are you Hispanic/Latino (Yes, No) 
8. Also, please check all that apply to you (Asian, Pacific Islander, Black, White, Native 
American) 
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9.  How much did the token system contribute to your decision to shop at the Carrboro 
Farmer’s Market today? (Very much, somewhat, a little bit, not at all) 
10. Was the token table easy to find? (Yes, No)  
 Potential questions for post-shopping survey (to be implemented): 
11. How long did you stay at the market today? 
12. How satisfied are you with your shopping experience today? (Very satisfied, 
satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied) 
13. What made you feel this way?  
14. Did you find the token system easy to use? (Yes, No) 
15. If no, please circle the reason why not: (language difficulty, printed information was 
confusing, farmers did not take tokens, no staff to help me, felt uncomfortable, other) 
16. Do you plan on using tokens again? (Yes, No, Don’t know) 
17. Do you plan on returning to the Carrboro Farmer’s Market again? (Yes, No, Don’t 
know) 
18. If not, why?  
4d.  Farmer Survey (to be implemented): 
• Objective: To better understand farmer’s perceptions of new token system and any 
potential barriers that may exist 
• Methodology (how) 
• Participants – All farmers who agree to participate  
• Where data collected – At market, at farmer’s stand, early in morning before many 
customers arrive 
• Frequency (when collected) – May 1st (once) 
• Data collectors required –  
• Limitations 
• Questions 
1. Have you ever had a customer ask if you take credit/debit/EBT cards? 
2. Have you ever had a customer tell you they are out of cash? (Yes, No) 
3. If yes, how often? (Many times each market day, sometimes each market day, 
once a market day, every other market day, once a month, rarely) 
4. Do you think you could sell more if customers could use credit/debit/EBT? 
5. Will you be participating in the token system? (Yes, No) 
6. If yes, are you ready for it to start? (Yes, No) 
7. Do you think the token system will be hard to use? (Yes, No) 
8. If yes, why?   
9. Do you think tokens will bring in more money to the market? (Yes, No) 
10. Is there anything else we need to know that could help the token system run 
smoothly? 
11. Do you have any other questions about the token system? 
12. Printed materials questions 
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5e.  Customer Counts  
• Objective – Measure trends in market use over time 
• Methodology (how) 
• Participants – no active participants 
• Where data collected – Market 
• Mode – One counter walks around market each hour and uses clicker to count the 
number of customers 
• Frequency (when collected) – All day, on the top of the hour, one market day per 
month 
• Data collectors required – One experienced market counter 
• Materials – clicker, notebook to record numbers, pen 
 
Results of Survey Number 1:  
 
1. What is your zip code?          
   
   
27516: 33  
    
27517:12  
    
27514:13  
   
27705:3  
    
27510:15  
    
02446:2  
    
29672:2  
  
27540:1  
   
27704:1  
    
27302:2  
    
27278:2  
    
27707:1  
   
27617:1  
    
06437:1  
    
28314:1  
43606 1  
27713:2 
27312:4   
27344:1  
   
27601:1  
    
27243:3  
    
77023:3
27340:2  
   
   
  
  
2. First time to the farmers market?        
            
Yes 21            
       
No 87            
       
3. First YEAR to farmers market         
           
Yes 26            
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No 56            
       
4. How did you hear of the token program?       
             
Haven't heard of it 40          
         
Flyer - bus 1           
        
Flyer - community 2          
         
Friend/ Colleague 11          
         
Radio 0            
       
Newspaper 12           
        
Market (farmer at market) 19         
          
Other (email, leaf life) 8          
         
5. How much does the token system contribute to your decision to spend money?  
              
Very Much 19           
        
Somewhat 5           
        
A Little Bit 3           
        
Not at All 47           
        
N/A (for those who hadn't heard of it) 14       
            
6. Was it easy to find?          
          
Yes 68            
       
No 10            
       
N/A    9            
       
7. Demographics 
 
Male 36 
Female 57 
Caucasian 84 
African American 3 
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Asian 6 
Latino  2 
Other   4 
 
 
II. Interviews with Customers and Tienda Owners in Carrboro, North Carolina, conducted 
October 8-12, 2009, pre-program launch, by Marian Sadler and Sabrina Dora López:  
 
In an interest to gain a better understanding of purchasing preferences of Latinos in the 
Carrboro and Chapel Hill community, interest in EBT, CSAs, and familiarity with the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market, two graduate students visited a number of local stores with primarily Spanish-
speaking clientele: Don Jose, La Panaderia, La Potosina, and Tres Amigos four tiendas located 
in downtown Chapel Hill and Carrboro.  
Where are people getting their produce currently? 
People are largely getting their produce from Food Lion (they have ads/coupons in 
Spanish and many of their employees speak Spanish), Harris Teeter, the tiendas, and the 
Buckhorn Flea Market in Mebane, that sells inexpensive produce. The tiendas get their produce 
from large distributors, such as JLK Frutas y Verduras and Riley Produce 
www.rileyproduce.com, which are both in Raleigh. Riley Produce's website says that they get 
their products from national and local producers, but also from "all over the world." Meat is 
coming from Cliffs in Carrboro and Prime Meat in Atlanta. 
What kind of produce are people buying? 
 Particularly in the tiendas that are also restaurants, the most commonly used produce 
items are tomatoes, cilantro, onions, lettuce, various peppers, cactus, lemon, and tomatillos, 
small amounts of radishes, meat, cheese, and eggs. 
What are the barriers keeping people from going to the Carrboro Farmers’ Market? 
According to Loida Ginocchio-Silva from El Centro Latino, the main issues are fear, 
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languages barriers, and price. A few ideas for changing this that came up in our conversation 
were to have signs and price listings at all stands in Spanish, have someone at the market who 
speaks Spanish, who can greet people/answer questions, and provide more diverse recipes so that 
people know how to use the foods being sold at the Market. She suggested the importance of 
having someone Latino/a selling at the Market, selling prepared traditional food. 
Ms. Ginocchio-Silva also said that she recommends attracting local Latino families, 
because “if we pull the children in”, then their parents will follow (see ideas for doing this 
below). As far as price, having an EBT machine would help, but the food would still be 
considered expensive. If we couldn't lower the price (through mobile market/CSA), we would 
have to really emphasize the health, quality, and community aspect by speaking to local groups 
(see suggested groups to contact below).  
Other interviews conducted at tiendas revealed that not being able to one-stop-shop is an 
issue. People don't want to drive more than they have to, especially if they don't have a license. 
One woman said that she had been to the Carrboro Farmers Market once, but that she mostly 
shops at La Potosina because she can get her produce less expensively there, and also pick up 
beans, rice, and other home items that she needs. She said she likes to get tomatoes from the 
CFM but is bothered by the language barrier and inconvenience. Most of the tienda owners who 
were interviewed generally did not consider buying from the CFM as an option because their 
impression was that they would have to raise their own prices. They were interested as long as 
they didn’t have to pay more for the produce.  
Interview at Tres Amigos  (which is a restaurant and small store) with Angela, whose 
family is from Guanajuato: She doesn't buy in the tiendas because the product doesn't last as 
long. Taste and quality are most important and that is why she goes to Food Lion and Harris 
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Teeter to make her produce shopping. To why she doesn't shop at the CFM: "Se me hace que es 
mas caro." Which translates to, "It seems like it is more expensive." She loves fruit and buys all 
kinds of fruit: apples, chayote, squash, and tomatoes. She was vaguely familiar with the Carrboro 
Farmers’ Market.  
A tienda owner, Raymundo from La Potosina, was not aware of the CFM, but was 
interested in increasing his EBT sales when asked about EBT and produce. His EBT sales are 
about $1,500 per month. Ms. Sadler and Ms. López gauged Raymundo’s, the owner of La 
Potosina, a tienda in Chapel Hill, interest in CSA boxes and a mobile farmers’ market. He 
seemed interested as long as he would financially benefit from each transaction and project.  
Future considerations and next steps gathered from meetings with Ms. Loida Ginocchio-
Silva and visits to Carrboro and Chapel Hill tiendas: 
Visit the flea market in Mebane and find out where their produce comes from, how 
expensive things are, and what is sold. Visit tienda distributors? Work on attracting parents 
through PTA meetings and Spanish-speaking parents' groups at Carrboro Elementary and 
McDougle, ESL teachers at local schools. Contact IFC, El Futuro, Corra (A running group, and 
Familias Concientes de su Salud (group of ~40 women and their children, Diane Berry 843-
8561) for collaboration, as suggested by Loida Ginocchio-Silva.  
III. Market Research and Analysis  
Conducted by Jacob Rosch, with support from Jill Stanton and Robert Andrew Smith for 
providing necessary raw Credit, Debit and EBT data.  
Farmers Market Credit Program Analysis, May – August 
Overall Trends 
• Credit/EBT program brought in $30,736 between May and August (EBT $5,098 ; 
$25,638) 
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• 967 unique cards were used (176 EBT; 791 Credit) 
• The program was used 1,319 times (281 EBT, 1038 Credit) 
o EBT customers came more frequently than Credit customers. 1.6 times on 
average, versus 1.3 times per credit customer. (note we have no way to control for 
credit customers who use multiple cards, presumably this would only have a small 
impact) 
• On average customers spent $23 per visit (EBT $18; Credit $25) 
• Over the course of the program, the average customer has spent a total of $32 (EBT $29; 
Credit $32) 
Transaction Times 
Transaction Times by Hour, Saturday Markets 
How to read: Approximately 15% of EBT credit swipes occur at 8:00 am on Saturdays. 
Approximately, 11% of the Credit swipes occur at 8:00. 
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Transaction Times by Hour, Wednesday Markets  
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Transactions by Hour, July Markets  
 
Transactions by Hour, August Markets  
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Trends by month 
 
Total Spending, Per Month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT $1,415 $1,803 $1,380 $500 $5,098 
` $7,498 $5,450 $9,040 $3,650 $25,638 
Total $8,913 $7,253 $10,420 $4,150 $30,736 
 
Total Visits, Per Month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT 71 99 83 28 281 
Credit 307 229 357 145 1038 
Total 378 328 440 173 1319 
How to read: the credit machine was used 328 times in June, 99 of those uses were by EBT 
customers, 229 were by Credit users. 
Average Spending, Per Visit, Per Month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT $19.93 $18.21 $16.63 $17.86 $18.14 
Credit $24.42 $23.80 $25.32 $25.17 $24.70 
Total $23.58 $22.11 $23.68 $23.99 $23.30 
How to read: On average an EBT user withdrew $19.93 per swipe in May. The average credit 
user spent $24.42 per swipe in May. 
Median Spending Per Visit, Per Month 
 May June July August 
EBT $20 $20 $10 $20 
Credit $20 $20 $20 $20 
 
Unique Customers, Per Month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT 47 56 51 22 176 
Credit 228 178 259 126 791 
Total 275 234 310 148 967 
How to read: There were 47 unique EBT cards used in May. There were 228 unique credit cards 
used in May. 
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Unique Customers, New Customers and Return Customers, Per Month 
  May June July August Total 
New 47 35 25 8 115 
E
B
T Return 0 21 26 14 61 
New 228 136 193 81 638 
C
re
di
t Return 0 42 66 45 153 
New 275 171 218 89 753 
T
ot
al
 
Return 0 63 92 59 214 
How to read: In June, 35 of the EBT cards used at the market had never been used at the market 
before. In the same month, 21 EBT cards were used at the market that had been used before. 
 
Visits per unique customer, by month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT 1.5 1.8 1.6 1.3 1.6 
Credit 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.3 
Total 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.4 
How to read: In May, the average EBT card was used 1.5 times at the market. The average 
Credit card was used 1.3 times in May. 
 
Spending per unique customer, by month 
 May June July August Total 
EBT $30.11 $32.20 $27.06 $22.73 $28.97 
Credit $32.89 $30.62 $34.90 $28.97 $32.41 
Total $32.41 $31.00 $33.61 $28.04 $31.78 
How to read: The average EBT customer withdrew a total of $30 in benefits in May. The average 
Credit customer withdrew a total of $33 in May. 
Highlights 
• Credit users tend to spend more per visit ($25 vs. $18), but EBT customers come more 
frequently (1.6 vs. 1.3). As a result, the spending per customer is much closer ($32 vs. 
$29). In fact, in June EBT customers outspent credit customers ($31 vs. $32). 
• Median spending per visit is the same for EBT and Credit customers.  
• Since July, the number of returning EBT customers has surpassed the number of new 
EBT customers. 
• Among Credit users, the majority of customers are new customers each month. 
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Trends by Day of the week 
Total Spending, by Day 
 Wednesday Saturday Total 
EBT $2,092 $3,006 $5,098 
Credit $4,873 $20,765 $25,638 
Total $6,965 $23,771 $30,736 
 
Total Visits, by Day 
 Wednesday Saturday 
EBT 119 162 
Credit 244 794 
Total 363 956 
How to read: 119 EBT cards were swiped on a Wednesday between May and August. 224 Credit 
cards were swiped in this period. 
Average Spending, per Visit, by Day 
 Wednesday Saturday 
EBT $17.58 $18.56 
Credit $19.97 $26.15 
Total $19.19 $24.87 
How to read: The Average EBT customer withdrew $17.58 per use of their card on Wednesdays 
and $18.56 on Saturdays. 
Unique Customers, by Day 
 Wednesday Saturday 
EBT 59 80 
Credit 182 501 
Total 241 581 
How to read: There were 59 unique EBT cards that were used on Wednesdays, and 182 unique 
credit cards used on Wednesdays 
Average Visits per unique Customer, by day 
 Wednesday Saturday 
EBT 2.0 2.0 
Credit 1.3 1.6 
Total 1.5 1.6 
How to read: The average EBT card was used 2 times on Wednesday and 2 times on Saturday 
between May and August. The Average credit card was used 1.3 times on Wednesday and 1.6 
times on Saturday between May and August. 
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Spending per Unique Customer, by day 
 Wednesday Saturday 
EBT $35.46 $37.58 
Credit $26.77 $41.45 
Total $28.90 $40.91 
How to Read: The Average EBT card withdrew $35.46 on Wednesdays and $37.58 on Saturdays 
between May and August. The average Credit card withdrew a total of $26.77 on Wednesdays 
and $41.45 on Saturdays over this period. 
Highlights 
• EBT users come more frequently on Wednesdays than Credit users.  
• Per customer, EBT users have spent more on Wednesdays than credit users. 
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